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SUBJECT: “A WINDOW ON WELFARE REFORM: EARLY IMPACTS ON FAMILIES
AND COMMUNITIES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY”

Attached is the CalWORKs evaluation report, "A Window on Welfare Reform: Early
impacts on Families and Communities in Los Angeles County.” This repont was
produced for the Department of Public Social Services (DPSS) by the Service
integration Branch (SIB) of the County Chiet Administrative Office. It covers the impact
of welfare reform on families and communities in the first twenty-one months {January
1998 to October 1999) of CalWORKs implementation in the County.

The raport tollows guidelines established in the CalWORKs Performance Monitoring
and Evaluation Plan approved by your Board on April 14, 1998, to meet the evaluation
goals of the Wellare-to-Work Act of 1997 (AB 1542). By documenting the trends in the
five vears preceding welfare reform and the two vears tollowing local implementation

Key findings m the report show that

» Between March 1995 to October 1999, there was a 31 percent decline in the
welfare casetoad.

s  Between Apnl 1998 and October 1999, there was an 18 percent increase in
single-parent familias who had been on ad for eight or more years.

»  While empioyment rates amonyg aded adults did not show a substantial increase

snce Aprd 1998, participation in the welfare-to-wark orograms did increase

substantialiy
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The number of two-parent families in exireme poverty declined by two percent

while at the same time the number of single-parent families in extreme poverty
increasead by one percent
o While 23 percent of cases that left CalWORKs in April 1998 returned within six

monihs, only 18 percent of those leaving CalWORKs in April 1999 returned
within six months.

This report will be made available to the public on the Department's website in early
August 2002
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Preface

This report s part of a multi-year evaiuation effort iniiated by the Los Angeles County Department of Public
Social Services (DPSS). The am of the evaluation project. which s entitted, Evaluating CalWORKs in
Los Angeles County, is 10 analyze the impact of welfare reform in Los Angeles County. The Project follows
quidehnes establisned in the CalWORKs Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan approved by the
Los Angeles County Baard of Supervisors in 1988, The Plan’'s three major objectives are 1) measuring the
success of weltare-to-waork; 2) menttoring the effectiveness with which welfare reform has been implemented
and admunistered. and 3} evaluating the impact of CalWORKs on families, children and communities in
Los Angeles County  This report 1s one of three that wili focus on the third objective of the plan. evaluating
tne impact of CalWORKSs on communities and families in Los Angeles County.

Trus report focuses on the impacts of welfare refarm on families and communities during the first 21 months
of its inplementation 1 Los Angeles County Because the implementation of welfare reform in Los Angeles
Courty concided with a period of sustained economic growth, it was difficult to analytically separate the
affects of the reform program itself from the more general economic expansion Whatever the underlying
causes may be, however, welfare reform at least partially correlated with some positive outcomes for families

and commurnities in Los Angeles County

In Los Angeles County Temporary Aid to Needy Families (TANF) caseloads are down substantiaily since the
rmid 1930s. and the number of singie-parent famihes aided in the county declined by about a third belween
1895 and 1888 Aithough the vast majority of welfare families continue to live in poverty, poverty rales have
declined amoeng two-parent welfare famikes since the implementation of CalWORKs. Moregover, single
mothers in the County have entered labor markets at unprecedented rates durning the 1990s. even though
tnen wages have remained flat

Tne propertion of welfare cases that have heen assisted for more than five years increased in Los Angeles
County since early 1998 1o Qctober 199¢ (time-penod of current report), as has the proportion of famiiies on
aid for two years or less  This suggests that there are segments within the County’s weifare population that
tace barners in making the transition fror welfare to work I addition. a high proportion of famihes who have
ieft weltare have not taken advantage of benefits for which they continue to be eligible such as Med-Cat and
Food Stamps.

With time and maore research, observers will be able to provide comparative perspeclive necessary to fully
understand the ways in which the implementaton of weltare reform policies in Los Angeles County have
served the region’'s families and communities  The significance of thus report lies in the fact that it provides anr
mitial basis upon which such a perspechive can be huilt

Manuel H. Moreno, Ph.D
Principal Investigator
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Executive Summary

The Cabforma Work Opportunity and
Responsibility 10 Kids (CalWORKs) program has
been v aperatior in Los Angeles County since
January 1. 1448 This new program, which
replaces Ad to Famiies with Dependent Children
tAFDC brings 2 number of changes to the
provision of pubic aid to needy families including
the imposition »f time Himits on aid receipt, the
addition of & broad work requirement for adults.
and the provisien for @ number of supportive
services  ncluding post-employment  services,
transportaticn assistance, and child care. The
legisialors who created CalWORKs hoped that it
would have berefica effects on aided families
and the broader communities in which they live
Those effects, o impacts, are the subject of this

report

The onenting panoiples for this report come from
the egsiation that created CalWORKs The
Weltare-1o-Work Act of 1997 stated that the intent
i tne Lalforrea Legslature i enacting welfare

¢

retormy was o
+  Reduce child poverty in the State

¢ Reduce dependence of needy parenis on
gowvernment  benefits by promoting  job
preparaucn . work and marnage; reduce out-
of-wedlock  tirths.  and  encourage  the
formatns  ano maintenance  of  two-parent
famibes and

* Ensare thar TalWORKs mplementation does
net resdit 1 gnanticipated  outcomes  that
negatively affect child well-being. the demand
for Dounty general assisiance. or the number

ot tanules affected Dy domestic vinience

Measunng twe success of CalWORKs i meeting
these road Qoals s not simple Fuast there are
many factors aside from pubhc assistance that
sffect for sxample. the prevalence of poverty the

formaticn of families.  and  the incidence  of

domestic violence. Changes caused by welfare
reform are not easily separable from those caused
by other factors, such as economic growth.
Second, although CalWORKs has been In
operation in Los Angeles County since January 1,
1998. some provisions, such as one-time
diversionary payments to keep families off welfare,
had vyet to be implemented. as of March 2000.
Third. some impacts need more time to mature,
such as, developing job skills. moving into a viable
career, or meeting and marrying a partner.
Fourth, scientific approaches to measuring welfare
reform impacts, 1s a complex process, with new
methodologies still being tested to measure data
at various levels

These factors place limits on what can be
accomplished within the timeframe of data used in
this report (i.e., case management data from Aprit
1998 to October 1989) This report 1s the first in a
senes of reports on impacts in Los Angeles
County, it aims to highlight important positive and
negative trends related to welfare reform in Los
Angeles County. It aiso aims to inform program
administrators and policy makers about data
needed to enhance the usefulness of the
evaluation project and allow more precise
measurement of impacts 1n the future

Following national trends. social indicators in
Los Angeles County have improved since the area
emerged from the deep recession of the early
1990's. During the recession, unemployment and
poverty rose, more jobs were destroyed than
created. and poverty and welfare caseloads
increased By late 1995 unemployment. welfare
caseloads.  poverty  among female-headed
households, crime rates. teen birth rates. and @&
number of other negative indicators of family,
child, and community well-being had peaked and
began improving—with Federal, State, and local
welfare reform still in the future



Tris report's findings of specific positive and
negative outcomes are as foliows

For Los Angeles County as e whole, a diverse
ser of  measwres  of tamily.  chid and
commumity well beng either stabilized or
mproverd  between 1997 and 1999 To
mine  whether CalWORKs had either
mpacts  on  these

positive  or negative
measures  ten “target” communities were
cnoser where  high proportions of  the
resirdents were CalWORKs recipients. These
communities were more likely o reveal the
effects of wetfare reform than by observing the
County as & whole. However, in the targe!
cormmunities, the observed measures
improved o deteriorated in the same manner
as in the County as a whole suggesting that
CalWORKs neither facitated nor impeded
progress with regard to family, child  and
cormmurity well being

Fojiowing a national pattern. County TANF
caseioads have dectined significantly since the
- 19905 From a peak of 268,000 mn
March 1998, the number of single-parent
famiiies aided in L.os Angeles County declined
31 percent. o 185000 in October 1989
Ounng this period. the County received fewer
riew applications for aigd and also saw an
norease n the number of familes leaving aid.

Between April 1998 and October 1999, the
wruportion  of Los Angeles County welfare
cases that had been on aid for more than five
years ncreased, as did the proporion of
famidies o aid for two years of less. By
1999 21 percent of singie-paret

fariies nad been on ad for & or more years
ar mcrease o 18 percent from Aprit 1893
T rEative increase n ong-term 0ases s, in

- (] +

sithood & reflecton of the muttiple
Lamers o ndependence faced by parents i

NGB CASeY

Although the Federal Welfare Reform Act of
1996 barred many non-citizen  legal
immigrants  from  several  Federal ad
programs. California has chosen to use State
funds to provide Medicaid (a medical
assistance program), Food Stamps {which
provides vouchers redeemable for food). and
cash assistance to most elgible legal
immigrants. The special immigrant provisions
of welfare reform apply only to non-citizen
legal immigrants, or to the undocumented,
who remain ineligible for most kinds of public
assistance and not to naturalized citizens, who
have the same rights under the law as native-
born citizens. Despite the State’s policies, the
share of new cash aid cases among legal
immigrant families dropped in Los Angeles
County between 1996 and 1998, while holding
constant for citizen-headed families. Analysts
have attnibuted this drop to confusion and fear
regarding the new Federai policies  Many
immigrants may fear that using benefits will
hurt their chances to become citizens. re-enter
the United States, or obtain a green card

Single-mother headed families, make up four-
fifths of the welfare caseioad in Los Angeles
County. and have entered the labor market at
record rates during the 1990s. By
compariscn, married mothers have not
changed their propensily to work. Over the
fast several years, wages have remained flat
for single mothers. while marned mothers’
wages have been growing.

It appears that policy changes at the national,
State. and local levels are encouraging single
mothers to work  The extent to which this is a
resuit of welfare or other reforms, such as
more iiberal Earned Income Tax Credits. is not
kiown for certain. Between 1995 and 1998,
employment  among single mothers  has
increased at a higher rate in Los Angeles
County than in the nation as a whole. possibly
due to changes n the local economy and



changes i the delivery of welfare-to-work

sSenvices

Employment rates among aided adults n
Los Angetes County did not nse appreciably
between  Apri 1938 and October 1999
However, participation in the weltare-lo-work
orcgram ncreased significantly in the first two
years of reform Adults who work while
continutng to receive welfare are working more
ours

Altnough the vast majority of welfare families
are poor. poverty rates declined among two-
parent welfare families since the
implementation  of CalWORKs in January
1998 il October 1999, Among single-parent
welfare families. however those living
extreme poverty (with family income below
50 percent of the Federal Poverty Threshold)
increased very slightly, from about 22 percent
1o about 23 percent At the same time,
extremne poverty dechined for two-parent aided
farrmiies, from about 15 percent 1o about 13

percent

Los  Angeles County welfare leavers are
apparently becoming more self-sufficient, with
the proportion remaining off welfare increasing
betweer, January 1998 and October 1999
Althougn 23 percent of those who left
CalWORKs in April 1998 had returned to aid
within & months (28 percent within one year)
of those leaving in April 1899, oniy 18 percent
had returned within € months

Elsewhere m tne country, the majonty of those
feaving weltare report having done sc because
ther ncomes had rnisen. This has yet to be
lested  writh available data for Los Angeles

County

P

As of March 2000 0 Los Angeles County a
smgle parent with three chidren could have

famity ncome  slightty  over  the
Feders) Poverty  Threshold  of

hat &
Year 2000
$17.524, o sne worked fuli-ttme and year

i

round at the then-current $5.75 minimum
wage, if she received Food Stamps (counted
at their cash value). and if she took advantage
of the Federal Earned Income Tax Credit
However, her family would have been better
off f she continued recewing cash welfare,
hecause her total income would have been
tugher and she could have benefited from a
longer period of subsidized child care and
other supportive services. (Note that if the
family did leave CalWORKs, child care
assistance would stll be available for up to
two years as long as the children were age-
ebgible and the family income remained under
75 percent of the State median.)

Most families leaving welfare through October
1999 were not taking advantage of the Food
Stamps  program. Only one in seven
Los Angeles County families received Food
Stamps  three months after leaving
CalWORKs. The proportion of former
CalWORKs families that remain eligible for
Food Stamps benefits is unclear, but it is likely
to be substanually above the actual level of

receipt

Many families, due to lack of knowledge of
program eligibility after leaving CalWORKs
regarding Medi-Cal and Food Stamps, end up
with no coverage even though they typically
remain eligible for benefits. Nearly two in five
Los Angeles County families leaving
CalWORKs in April 1999 were no longer
covered by Medi-Cal six months later. Among
low-income persons in Los Angeles County as
a whoie, the proportion uninsured has been
rising for several years, mostly because the
proportior: covered by Medi-Cal has been

falhng

During the period for which data s available,
indicators of social and health problems such
as teen biths fow birth weight. infant
mortality, and child abuse/neglect have
differed ttte among CalWORKs familes and



among Angeleno families as a whole. At the
Tounty level, the incidence of teen births
ntant mortaity. and child abuse/neglect have
been dechnng. an increasing proportion of
mrths have been low bith weight. Trends in
these  indicators among high-CalWORKs
communities have generally  followed
countywide  patterns. Al of these trends
vegan pricr to welfare reform

The mam tenor of the findings in this report is
cautious optimism In the context of rapidly
growing economy during most of the late 1990s,
welfare reform in Los Angeles County does not
appear o have had the disastrous effects that
some crtics antaipated  in fact, there have been
same gnprovements for CalWORKs families and
the County as a whole between January 1998 and

However, there are senous
reasons for concarn such as the rapid dechine in
parlicipaticn rates i the Medi-Cal program andd
especaly Food Stamps  after families  ieave
CalWORriK: Furthermore, the recession of the
early "9%0s was nard on area residents and
resulted i large increases in the welfare rolis
With anotner recession having begun in early
2001 and funher detenorating economy due o
the events of  September 11 2001, jou
sppertuiuties are expected to further decline
Therefore, eftons to heip CalWORKSs participants
nnd employment are fkely to be difficult For

Octobe: 190

parents that have reached their lifetime aid limits,
the current recession will also increase their
families’ nsk of extreme impoverishment.  On the
topic of continued research, The Service
integration  Branch  CalWORKs  Evaluation
Services (SIB/CES) strongly suggests the
foliowing:

e Distinguish between the individuai and
neighborhood effects of the reform process on
CalWORKs families, while tracking key social
and economic indicators, such as child and
family well-being. development of job skills,
neighborhood quality and homelessness. This
would nelp better understand the extent to
which  self-sufficiency among CalWORKs
families can be attributed to the overall
economy versus changes in the new welfare
retorm

* DPSS shouid endeavor to track the job and
skill characteristics of all aduits in CalWORKs
families, not just those who participate in the
welfare-to-work program. CES recommends
that DPSS  determine the reasons for
CalWORKs terminations and carefully monitor
the status of famities after they leave aid



Introduction

in late 1998 the United States Congress and
President Clinton officially ended welfare, as it had
long been known i the United States  Ever since.
interested Americans have been asking whether
or not the welfare reforms then set in motion are
‘'working.” To answer this question, the results of
the reforms must be compared against ther
overall objective  But the architects of welfare
reform had muitiple objectives that were inexplici
Some observers will judge the success of the
reforms based on the degree to which they
decrease relance on public assistance and
promote twa-parent families, while others are
more concerned with reductions in child poverty
and ncreases i employment levels among
weltare parents  Thus, there is no simple answer
to the question of welfare reform success.

The poputar media have heralded welfare reform
as a success, but have focused single-mindedly
on drops in welfare caseloads. 1t s true that
welfare caseloads have declined steeply since the
enactment of the 1996 reform. but in doing so they
have moved along a trajectory that started well
before the law was changed and follows the
growth of the American economy more generally
in any even!, the Federal welfare reform law
defined success more broadly, including among s
primary goals ensuring that children are cared for
within  thew families, promoting marriage and
famuly stability. and helping families to support
themseives without need to rely on public aid

In contrast o the media focus on caseloads. the
State of Caiiformia and the County of Los Angeles
have asked tha! the success of welfare reform be
dged on a specific range of outcomes. These
outcomes fall into two major categories. desired
goals. such as & decrease in child poverty, and
undesirable swde effects. such as an increase in
the  number  of  homeless  families By
understanding the impacts of weifare reform on

range of outcomes . such as poverty employment

health insurance coverage, and domestic violence
rates, policymakers will be better able to embark
on additional reforms and to make any necessary
mid-course corrections

The intent of this investigation 1s to analyze trends
in a range of behavioral areas that might have
been affected by welfare reform. By documenting
trends over the five years preceding local welfare
reform and the two vyears following initial
implementation, the report provides a baseline for
future evaluations. In addition, the evaluation
team sought to identify dramatic positive or
negative changes of which policymakers would
need to take notice. Many critics and social
commentators thought that welfare reform would
nave devastating effects, while some supporters
hoped for spectacular successes overnight The
evaiuation team examined the following questions
Are domestic violence rates going up because the
threat of {osing assistance i1s pushing mothers into
untenable situations? Is the extreme poverty rate
{the proportion of all families whose income falls at
or below 50 percent of the Federai Poverty
Threshold) rising because those who leave
welfare are unable to support themselves? Are
poverty rates dropping because more parents are
working in stable, full tme jobs? Are child abuse
rates declining because fewer families are
suffering severe stress?

Thie report presents research on the context for
and results of welfare reform in Los Angeies
County Trends are shown in the following areas.
1) welfare caseload dynamics and composition: 2)
the labor market. income, and poverty: 3 health
msurance coverage, and 4) several social and
heaith indicators including domestic violence. child
abuse and neglect teenage pregnancy. and infant
mortality.  The voices of welfare recipients are
presented in regard to how welfare reform has
changed ther lives. Finally, the way in which
potential impacts can be measured over the
conung vears is explaned Special emphasis 1S



placed on both measurement lechniques and the
data needs for an optimal evajuation effort. Key
findings of thus report are listed in the Executive
Summary and i the Conclusion

Thee s primarily a baseline report, describing
trenas over several years prior to and immediately
following  implementation.  Future trends may
diverge from or continue the trends presented. in
either event, the comparison will be informative
This report 1 also analytical, seeking to tentatively
fink  the bproad socal and economic trends
assomated  with policy and program  changes
While cause and effect relationships cannot be
defirdivelty demonstrated, such relationships can
and will be suggested here when it is feit that the
data adequately bare them out

Te pest acdress the evaluation team’'s charge. it
was decided that there were three populations
that warranted speciat attention. The first is poor
famiies who are welfare-gligible. but are not
presentiv. un awd. This s the larger pool from
whict: weltare-atded families are drawn. and
fearning what distinguishes the aided from the
anmded popuwation 15 essental For instance
there 5 strong evidence suggesting that legal
mmigrants who were otherwise eligible for aid
refraired from appiying for aid during 1897 and
1998 for fear of endangering their current status
and possible future citizenship Likewise, as a
result of tme imits, some welfare-eligibie families
that are not able tc support themselves above the
poverty kne may still be choosing ot to receive
aid, saving therr nenefits for future days when job
prospects may riot be so ample

Tne secong populahon 13 singie-mother headed
famibes as a whole  Not all are poor, and not
nearly  all are ot welfare, but  single-mother
headed fammies make up four-Hifths of the welfare
casetond in Lor Angeles County. This report
flouses 0 particular on unmarned  mothers
UeGause they have headed and continue 1o head
e great maority of welfare-aided families. CES
expacts 10 see few dramatic trends among two-

parent families, because they are much less likely
to qualify for and use the welfare system When
the focus 1S on two-parent families in  the
countywide population, CES expects that the
proportion eligible for welfare will be rather small.

The third and final window used to observe
impacts of reform is a set of communities where
welfare recipients tend to live. Roughly 650,000
County residents (parents and children) are aided
by CalWQRKs, accounting for about 7 percent of
the total population.’ CalWORKs-aided persons,
inciuding both parents and children, account for
about one-third of the County's poor population.
Families receiving CalWORKs assistance are not
spread randomly across the County; housing
costs, availability of public transportation, and
other factors combine to restrict aided families to a
relatively smail set of jocal areas.” It follows that
the local communities i which current, former,
anc. likely, future CalWORKs recipients are
concentrated ought to be much more sensilive to
the impacts of CalWORKs than the County as a
whole. For that reason, trends in ten communities
were selected because of therr high concentration
of CalWORKs participants.

Approximalely 52 months have elapsed since the
welfare reforms became effective in Los Angeles
County. The current report provides a historical
background and analysis of trends related to the
welfare reform among Los Angeles County
residents between 1992 and 1999. To examine
the trends among CalWORKs families, eighteen
months of case management data from April 1998
lo October 1999 was examined. With the limited
window of post-reform observation, causality is
difficult to establish. ~To measure impacts, a
causal linkage must be established—it must be
demonstrated that the outcomes were the result of
program changes, and not due to unrelated
events  Kesearchers around the country dre
developing appropriate tools to distinguish true
impacts of the reforms from other simultaneous
faciors, such as the state of the economy and

changes in other social policies



The reader of this repor should be cautioned not
to assume that changing trends are only due to
the reforms. Only in the case of the most direct
program ampacts can it be assumed that reform
has played a role Simply because welfare
caseloads have been falling since Los Angeles
County begar mplementing reform does not
mean that reform has caused welfare caseloads to
fall. Welfare policy changes and outcomes have
taken place in the context of a robust economy.
with rapid economic growth and unprecedented
drops i unempioyment during mid to late 1990s.
s nol only possible that the economy s
responsibie tor the positive outcomes observed so
far, but ¢t may also be that the strong econamy is
masking program impacts that, on balance, may
be negative Political events. not just economic
trends. are alsg mportant to consider For
instarce. a noted dechne in the AFDC application
rates of legai immugrants in late 1890s (discussed
o omore detan below) could be hnked to the
passage i the early 1990s of Proposition 187, a
Statewrte  mitiative  that  aimed o reduce
undocumented  immigration by barmng  the
undocuimiented from receving public services

information about the data employed in this report
15 avalable i Appendix A, A discussion of the
data needs for CES's ongoing evaluation research
1s located m Appendix O

Road Map

An attempt has been made to organize this report
for maxmum convenience and readability  Areas
that are maost ixely 1o have been affected by
wetfare  retorm--"primary  impacts’-—are  those
related o packground information. These pertan
1 changes in CalWORKs caseloads; labor market
expenences of CalWORKSs recipients. and income.
poverty andg hardstup among  CalWORKs
recipients wilowed by broader areas of concern-—
secondary  unpacts These inciude family
structure children’s  school  performance.  and
family dvstunction (domestc violence and chid
abuse:  Foliowing the secondary impacts 15 a
section cased on CES tocus group research,

featuring welfare recipients who relate the impacts
of welfare reform in their own words. Finally. this
report's conclusions and a set of appendices with
a wealth of supporting materials are presented

in greater detail:

The next major section, "Background.” includes
information that is useful, but not essential, for
understanding the rest of the report. Of the three
subsections presented, the first, “The New Policy
Environment," discusses welfare policy changes,
and ilustrates how the incentives offered to
welfare recipients to convince them 1o seek
employment have changed over time. That
subsection is followed by "Data Context” which
helps provide a basis for understanding the tables
and figures presented throughout the report. The
third  subsection, "Background on  Local
Communities.”  describes the ten iocai
communities that were selected to aid in
understanding the impacts of CalWORKs within
the County

"CalWORKs Caseload Dynamics and
Composition” follows next. This section discusses
the components of CalWORKs caseload dechine
It presents data on the likelihood of families
leaving CalWORKs to return and changes in the
likelihood of return over time. It alsc shows how
the composition of the CalWORKs caseload has
changed over time, including the proportions of
famihes headed by legal immigrants. children-only
cases, or families aided for five years or more

In the "Labor Market” section, the focus is on job
and wage growth in the County, unemployment
fluctuations. and the meaning of these trends for
the working poor and less-skilled job seekers
Queslions asked include: Are there adequate job
opportunities  for  welfare  recipients  in the
Los Angeies County area” Have welfare impacts
reduced the number of jobs available tc the
working poor? What are the chances that
accessible jobs will pay enough to keep a family
out of poveny?



Another question—Has CaiWORKs affected the
County poverty rate?—is addressed in the next
section. “lncome, Poverty. and Hardship™ This
report shows how poverty has changed among
CalWORKs-aded familes single-mother headed
famibes. and others

The "Families and Children” section covers trends
i famity health care coverage. family headship.
teen buths. and infant monrtality. This section fooks
at the ncidence of domestic viclence. child abuse
and neglect. and school attendance and
achievement Among the questions addressed, |f
not answered. are. Have marriages or teenage
birth trends been impacted by CalWORKs? What
15 the residual effect of CalWORKs on children?
How might their school attendance or achievement
be affected”?

This report then explores the impacts of
CalWORKs on recipients of cash assistance and
thewr families, with emphasis on access to housing
and health insurance. children’s educationa!
achievement, child abuse, and trends in teenage
births and infant healith.

To illuminate this data, in the section, "In Their
Own Words." this report also presents data
coliected from focus groups conducted with actuai
CalWORKs participants.  This section locks at
how new welfare policies have infiluenced
participants’ daily lives.

This is followed by a brief conclusion and a set of
appendices for the reader



Background

The New Policy Environment

Federai wetfare reform has given rise to 8 new.
short-term system of public assistance to poor
families with children Recent welfare policy
changes have modiied not only the cgash
assistance program, but also affected the other
major components of a poor family's assistance
package tax credits, Food Stamps, and health
insurance This section discusses the broad
changes in the policy environment tha: affect the
chowes and opportunities available to welfare
recipients.

What Is Welfare?

The term “welfare” has traditionaily been used to
refer to cash assistance for families with children
The original impetus for welfare was "to provide
mothers and their children a means 10 survive
wher.  breadwining  fathers either died o
abandoned thenr familes ™ Welfare was first
concetvecd m the 1930s, and was championed by
progressive reformers who thought it desirable “to
relieve poor mothers of the necessity of wage-
earning so that they might engage in the full-time
care of thei children ™ Over the years, divorce
and never-married parenthood became
increasingly common. and the welfare system
grew with the ranks of single mothers.  As
mothers’ labor force participation ncreased—and
weifare caseloads as well—support for welfare as
a subsidy for stay-at-home mothers dechined
Sericus welfars-to-work efforts date back to at

ieast 1967

Croldren arnd ther related adult caretakers are
cligible for cash weifare assistance when they
have low incomes and few 2Cconomic resgurges
Adults supported by welfare are typically the
parents of aided children, but they may also be
Undocumented

grandparents. aums, or uncies

immigrants have never been eligible for cash
welfare assistance, but legal immigrants have
traditionally been treated the same as citizens

The single-parent aided family receives aid under
the CalWORKs “Family Group” classification.
which is often abbreviated as "FG.” Two-parent
famihes become eligible when the primary wage
earner for the family is unemployed or has been
working less than 100 hours monthly, and the
family meets income and resource limits similar tc
those for single-parent families. The two-parent
family receives CalWORKs “Unemployment
Parent” aid, often abbreviated as "UP" or simply

N

in Los Angeles County in 1999, a typical farmily
compnising of a single mother and two young
chitdren must have a monthly income below $793.
and less than $2,000 in savings, to qualify for cash
assistance © Even when they are working. many
parents continue to qualify for welfare because
they make low wages or work few enough hours
that their incomes are below eligibility thresholds
The cash grants are small and will not by
thernselves lift a family out of poverty. For the
prototypical single-parent family, the cash grant
would be, at most, $626 per month, and would be
iess f the family had other sources of income.
However, poor families have access !o other
assistance programs that supplement this cash
grant with resources for buying food and with
health insurance Some aided families may alsc
qualify for housing subsidies or Earned Income
Tax Credits, and some family members may
quahfy for Supplemental Security Insurance {SSl),
& program supporting the disabled.

ir the: {ate 1980s and early 1990s, DPSS, through
s wellare-to-work program Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN), focused on helping long-
terrn welfare recipients build their employment-



relevant skills through, for example, adult basic
education, General Educational Development
{GED: tesl preparation, and Enghsh as a Second
Language classes Based in part on the findings
of an influential 1984 Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation (MDRC) report on the
implementation of GAIN in six Califormia counties,”
the {0os Angeles County program was revamped
atter seven years in operation. The program was
then renamed Jobs First GAIN to emphasize the
new goal of rapidly moving recipients into the iabor
foree.

How Was Welfare Reformed?

Federai weifare reform legisiation adopted in
August 1996 fundamentally changed welfare in
America The Personal Responsibility and Work
Opporiunity  Reconciliation  Act  (PRWORA)
repealed the AFDC program and implemented a
new program: Temporary Assistance to Needy
Famies (TANF} Tiws new Federal program
eliminated the historic cash assistance and iong-
term mamtenance aid programs and instituted &
jobs-linked incentive and support system. These
new regulatiens required mandatory work and
provided a cap-on lifetime benefits

The temporariness of support under the new
Federai welfare program is enforced through a
strict five-year time mit on bfetime receipt of aid
The drafters ot the legislation crafted a
combination  of  incentives and sanctions o
convince the great majonty of welfare parents to
hecome wage-rehant rather than welfare-reliant
The reformers assumed that most welfare parents
could stable wage earners. able 1w
support ther families without reliance on pubhc

pecome
assistance in fewer than five years
new aid prograrn through tlock

many new  oplonsg
States and

By funding the
arants  and
FRWORL has enhanced flexibility
incal welfare depariments are now able 10 design
many of the features of their cash assistance
programs and decide how to implement supportive
substance atuse

cpemng  up

services  such  as childcare

counseling, and transportation  assistance
PRWORA also subjects states to a reduction in
Federal funds If they fail to meet work participation
requirements.

Each state needed to adopt legisiation
implementing TANF locally. California tegislators
responded in August 1997 by replacing AFDC with
CalWORKs. Unlike many other states, California
chose to apply five-year time {imits only to aduit
recipients, meaning that the portion of a family's
cash aid intended for the children does not
decrease when time limits are reached. Because
CalWORKs did not reach the implementation
stage until January 1998, California families™ five-
year clock started later than in most other states

Although welfare reformers revamped the basic
structure of the welfare system. many of its
features have remained unchanged. Eligible
families receive cash awd, Medi-Cal. and. typically,
Food Stamps just as they did before the reforms
were mnstituted  In Los Angeles County. the GAIN
program continues to provide employment-related
services to CalWORKs recipients to help them find
empiloyment, stay employed, and move on (o
better jobs that will lead to independence. Some
program elements that were left unchanged in
1996 and 1997 are, nonetheless, regarded as part
of the newest wave of welfare reform. One
example is California's Maximum Family Grant
program (“family cap”), enacted in 13894 and
effective in 1997. which bars welfare agencies
from increasing cash aid payments to support
children conceived while the mother is on aid *

CalWORKs has brought a larger, coordinated
systern of services to support the transition of
alded parents from welfare to seif-supporting work.
Chid care expenses are covered for participants
who work or are in approved welfare-to-work
activities, such as basic education or traimng
programs. Transportation and clothing allowances
can be provided to job seekers who demonstrate
need. Special supportive services are tc be made
available for participants to deal with barners to



employment such as problems with substance
abuse. depression/mental health. and domestic

vinlenoe

Prior to welfare reform, legal immigrants and their
foreign-born children were entitied to health care
and other public benefits on more or iess the same
terms as citizens. The Federal Welfare Reform
Act of 1996 considerabiy restricted the availability
of Federat aid programs to legal mmigrants,
especiaily tnose arriving after the law's passage
{Note that these restrictions do not affect children
born i the United States, whatever their parents
rmmigration slaws.)  Atthough  the  Federal
government prohibits the use of TANF funds to
benefit many legal immigrants, it does aiiow the
State of California to  offer—and pay for—
CalWORKs  for legal immigrants California
sponsors a Food Assistance Program {CFAP) for
most legal immugrants, but Food Stamp benefitg
are not avaiiable for most post-1996  legal
sminugrants eisewhere o the United  States
Supptementar Security  fncome  (SS1)  disabildy
payments are aise no longer available to many
legal immigrants  These policy changes are of
special concern in Los Angeles County where so
many tamibes are headed by immugrant parents

What Are the Incentives to Work?

Welfare reform has brought with it both incentives
and conseguences designed (o encourage
reciprents to, wore and to meet various other
requiremnents The incentives allow welfare
parents 1o signficantly increase therr t1otal monthly
income when they add child support payments or
garnmngs from work  The consequences include
ume limits and threats of benefit reductions In
this section. the way in which these positive and
negative incentives function in practice wil be
distussed  To do so. reference will be made 10 a
"model” family, one consisting of & native-born
non-disabled single mother in her twentes and he:
two voung children. Caiculations will be based or
the rmunumum wage 0 2000 ($5.75) and benefi
calculations cureent in March 2000

it is sensible to begin with a discussion of
noncompliance  with  program  requirements
sanctions, penalties, and time limits. Parents who
do not comply with CalWORKs work requirements
are sanct:oned’a—they iose the adult portion of
their CalWORKs cash grant. For the model family
a sanction would have reduced their monthly grant
by $121 (from $626 to $505)."' When an adult is
sanctioned for a period of three consecutive
months or more, the County may convert the grant
into a voucher to cover rent and utilities. Parents
may be penalized if they fal to assign tc the
County their rights to child and spousal suppont
payments. Failure to cooperate in the County's
efforts to establish paternity and collect chiid
suppor! payments from an absent parent results n
a penalty, the loss of either a percentage of the
family's cash benefits or a parent's portion of the
grant. Parents also face a penalty if they are
unable to document that their children have been
immunized and are attending schoo!

The five-year lifetme hmit on aid receipt-—a
Federal policy not unique to CalWORKs—was
clearty meant to encourage parents to meet ther
economic needs either through the labor market or
through marnage 10 a partner of sufficient means
CalWORKs aiso imposes its own tme limit
recipients must find fuli-time employment within
18 months (24 months for recipients who were on
aid before January 1, 1998) after entering the
welfare-to-work program. For recipients who
make a good-faith effort to secure employment,
but are not fully empioyed after the 18/24-month
“work trigger” time limit, CalWORKs has created a
Community  Service  employment  program.
Community Service empioyment s typicaliv
inferior to employment in the general iabor market
i twao important respects: first. it is unwaged. and
thus will not raise family incomes.'* and second, 1t
does not offer mobiity opportunities.  Thus  the
work tnigger not only requires recipients to work, !
also encourages them to find work in the generai

labor market



Noncompliance factors aside. CalWORKs was
structured  to  provide some  very attractive
meentives—paositive encouragement for parents to
work Califormia  gives recipients  financial
incentives o work by aliowing them to boost their
total income substantially through earnings from
employment. When an aided single parent earns
wages, she can earn $225 per month without
decreasing her family grant. and only half of what
she earns beyond $225 will be subtracted from the
grant. That is, f she works a bit more than haif
time at & minimum wage job, taking home $500
a month, none of the first $225, and only half of
the remaining 5275, counts against the family
grant. For the model family. the total cash income
would nse from $626 (without earnings) to $98g '

To further quantity work incentives, the total
amount of income a welfare parent can bring
home when she works 1s compared with the
welfare check she woulg recewve if she did not
work 8t all This comparison appears in Figure 1
for the model famiy of a single mother and two
chidren  The computation was made by looking
at the welfare rules that were in effect before
CalWCORKs (under the AFDC program) and
comparing them with the subsequent CalWORKs
benefit caiculation rules.  in both instances, the
zash penefit amounts current in March 2000 were
usect.

When the model family parent warks only 20 hours
weekly al minimum wage, her total family ncome
{including both earnings and cash aid} is more
than 150 percent of the income of an equivalent
family where the parent is not working. Her
income is. in fact, nearly twice that of a sanctioned
parent {not shown in Figure 1) with no job and a
family of the same size  However, the waork
mncentive declines with higher earning levels
When a parent works 40 hours weekly at the
minimum wage, she has a total cash income
nearty twice that of the non-working parent. This
15 only 25 percent more ($239) than the income of
the parent working half as many hours. The work
incentive of $225 will also decline shghtly over
time

Returning to the comparnison between AFDC and
CalWORKs rules displayed in Figure 1.CalWORKs
is slightly less effective at rewarding low-wage and
tow-hours work than was its predecessor For a
single mother working 20 hours or more at
minmum wage. she would take home & percent
more income under AFDC rules thar she does
under CalWORKs rules. On the other hand, when
she reaches 40 hours per week, she takes home
3 percent more than she would have under AFDC
In other words, the work incentive power of
CalWwORKs earned income  disregards 1%
essentially the same today as it was under AFDC



ajaym AJUNCT) $afabuy ST I Sealr ul AgeIsadss
spaay Apue) o sunsesw  aenbapeul e e
papiebal Ajepia St PIOUSaIU | ALIBADS [218PB 4 S )
113 eiapa4 3y} jo abeeape %o0) aus § pue
uyses aiam A3yl i SB WSy DAUN0D pug) sduivly
NO04 PAAEDal 3us JI abem winuiunl S 6% &l
1 PUNDI-IEAA DUE SWIN-INS PaX3IOM BUYS I pZ5 1S
10 plousaiy] AMBAOY BIBpa4 00QC JeRA Byl
JAOQE SWODU Afe) [B10] € SABY PINOD USpiyd
aauur o1 dn uim Juased aibuis B BruiopeD W

‘SUONKONPA.
Wwauaq W ynssas jJou sasop i 'sasodind sdwels
POO4 10 SHYHOMIED 18UlI3 JOJ 3WOIUI S8 PaUN0D
JOU St upRIs Siy) |souis puy  Juawaddns swoou
000'ce B uyum dn pus pinom ays ‘sydayoshed
18y woyy papnpap saxe) joJAed ayl jo 18U 1auaq
wWnuEXeWw ayl oy Apenb pmom abem  wnuiuu
plusopen ayp e swng-ny Bupuom jsied-siBus
jppow oy sBuiuwes usyy uo Buipusdap 'gLE €S
se abigl SE N08YD B BAI308) ABW UIPIYD OM]

UM SBiWB4  WnNs dwnp [enuue ue ul D113 8w

aAE251 wribold sy 0 abejueADE DNE] OUM FS0G]
O IS0W TSISEY AYIUOW B U0 PBUBIGD 8] LED 1113
3y ubnoylly SBUUIBS Glim SBRIWE] SLLOTL-MOL O]
SHPaID ¥e} sigepunyas sepiacud 419 sy O
HEBID KB SWODUL PAUIBT] M) Si SIBYBAM AARISI
DUNIOM 3L

ASG]OH S0
WO paioney sey 1eur Aonod xel o oadse Uy

Bysym  siuaied

BUIDDU LU0 3i8D DIYD
PUR SaXE] @i SHSUIIXD DIIBIDIHUOM DRLNCISIp
AABY  SBINWLC) J4BUSsQ  sdWRIS poO4  WIoi8
ajejlem Jsye pue BIOPG wiog  sasusdxe pue
sawooul 49yl uo Bupuadsp sBUAQ O WNOWe
au) yim ‘sdwerg poo4 o Ajljent sanue; asejem
g 1sowly CSHpeuD Xel 3|qepunyed pue sdwes
POO4 8Je IBPISUCT OF Siysuaq ueuodut pue
LOWIWOD 150w 8y} 1ng 'swesbousd aouelsisse agnd
Auews woy swyeuaq apnput Ajenuaod $alinosal
ELETINY S83IN0Sal 2101 a8yl 108ye
M 1 MOY U0 PIsSEQq juswAoIdWS 1NOJe SuOISIDap
HBY) ew O suaied ale)em 10adxd SISnUOUCOE
quespoduwl  ApE3RD St Bwodul yse?  ubnouyny

A

({0002 "6 uaepy passacoy] (8661 "£2 Aenuer] UG SHIOMIED QRLz 1 ()/ACD B el MMM/ TG

[ A REITE ‘SANSS] oue

SUOISINDy

Jofew WOy DUBJIM SHEOMIED

B0 SISAlEUY sAnesiBa] BrUOED U0 PBSEQ SUOREBINDIED (S37)) S8DIAJBS UOHBNIBATY SWMOAARD 83UN0g

2a08 T CaOT

2008

Y '3()_“: Yot)

a0 1

§
1
i
i
i

IO W ANOY-()

~

 Dawo
LS YOMEO M

Foioow Anoy-g

ey

Fi0m 1y-O

i
t
J

‘BWOIY| BUINIOA-UON  Ylim

pasedwo) awosuy

0002 yosen

ysen waied-aibuig Bupjiopy L aunbiy



the cost of living is relatively high, most welfare
famiiles do not exceed this low bar )

Wher taxes., Food Stamps. cash welfare and
earmings are all taken intc account, an aided
parent s significantty better off combining work
and welfare rather than simply recewing welfare
Under current policies, the modet family would end
up with anly $62€ in monthly resources if the
meet work requirements and
If she were

parent does not
mncurs a sanction (see Figure 2)
enrolled in job search or fraining activities and she
were meeting work requirements, she would
receive $847 in total monthly resources. By
working half-time &t the minimum wage, however,
boost her resources by more than
She would also be generating more
tharn income  through  her
employment. as Figure 2 shows. The income
working :ncrease even more for a

she would
50 percent
haif  of her own
benefits of
weltare parent who works full-time at the minimum

wale

work  more, the weltare check

less impontant component of their

AS  parernis

bheromes &

1

income package. For the mother working full-time
at minimum wage. 15 percent of her resources are
provided by the welfare grant. In other words, this
parent would lose 15 percent of her family income
if she were to leave the welfare system. (She
would lose an additional 8 percent if she were to
terminate her Food Stamps participation.j The
benefits do not improve significantly for those who
earn wages significantly above the mimmoum
wage. however. Parents earning higher wages
have liftle reaseon to remain on welfare under
current policies. in Los Angeles County, & paremt
working full-time at $9 hourly receives orniy 4
percent of her income from public assistance (see
the {ast column in Figure 2, note that this is a Food
Stamp benefit only, no CalWORKs aid 1s availabie
at this income level). Parents relying ¢on their
wages alone at this levei are somewhat better off
in terms of total income than are minimum-wage
workers stili on welfare, but the difference is not
particularly profound However, at $2 hourly or
moere. the parent has few incentives to remain o
the weifare system, and. all else bemng equal
would be prudent to "bank” the benefits for later

Use



Figure 2. Single-Parent Family After-Tax Monthly Resources, March 2000
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Note Famidy ncome s the income for a single-parent family with two children in the State of Califormia
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assistance, Food Stamps, Federal EITC, less Federal income and payroll taxes. Food Stamps calculations
assume a $150 monthly housing expense deduction and, for full-time workers, an additional $150 monthly
chigt care deduction ($75 for half-tme workers}  Tne "Eamings and EITC" dollar amounts shown are net of

pavroll taxes and income taxes. i any

Work incentives among actual welfare families are
more  comphicated than for the model family
Parents with vyoung children or with larger
numbers of children face high child care costs that
CalWORKs can help with: and parents with
unhealthy famiy members may piace a high value
on the Medi-Cal health insurance tenefits that
normally come with CalWORKs aid  Most families
qualify 1o continue receiving these benefits for a
imited ume after leaving welfare, bul In the fong
run they have no guarantee that they will continue
to receive subsidized medical care (depending on
their income and other facters) or subsicdized chio
care (regardiess o ther needsy I the work
supparts that CalWORKs provides were available
ndefnitely o ow-ncome famibes like these, they
would have signifizandy migher incentives 1o move

off the wetfare rollz

In sum., CalWORKs offers both incentives and
consequences to encourage parents on welifare to
find work.  Sanctions and time hmits threaten
those who do not seek and find employment
Those who do secure employment can enjoy
significant boosts in therr total income. even with
only half-time employment at the minimum wage
The Federal EITC provides CalWORKs families
with part of this income. It boosts their incomes
without costing them any benefits, and it aiso
helps some parents with minimum wage jobs bring
their family incomes above the Federal Poverty
Thresnold  These facts and the ways i which
current  and  potential CalWORKs  recipients
respond te them are a key part of producing the
spcial and economic impacts that we are seeking

o dentify and explain



Data Context

The background materiai relating to date
presented in this report is provided to clarify for the
reader why the data i1s presented as it 15 For
details about specific data sources and melhods
used in this report. please refer to Appendix A
For recommendations about data needed for
future evaluation research. please see

Appendx [

Time Frame of Data Presented

Throughou! thus repert, tables and figures tracking
a variety cof trends over time are provided. The
tme penods used are not uniform. sometimes due
1o data availability and sometimes because of the
particular  context For data describing
Countywide trends among Los Angeles Courty
residents or the low-income population, this repor
typically tracks trends from 1992 through 1999
For these County-level trends, this report relies
pnmarity - on pubbcly  available data sources
Typically. these sources had data available as
early as 1992 and as late as either 1998 or 199¢
CES chose to fook backward in time to 1992 For
this time frame, County and comrmunity trends
using admmnistrative records from diverse sources.
including vital records data and child abuse data
are also reported Some sources were
unavalable for specific years, so some indicators
"start” in 1993, while others "end" as early as
1997

Although  the  CalWORKs  program  was
implemented in January 1998, this report tracks
trends for CalWORKs participants for the time
period vetween Apnf 1998 and October 1899 This
three-month fag in the data was introduced in
order 1o observe program effects a few menths
atter thev had been implemented This ime period
#iso had the advantage of being easily divided mto
Six-monih penoeds Apri to October 1988, Qctober
1998 to Apri! 189¢%. and April to October 1998

Some aggregate caseload data collected by the
Stale was avalabie through the 1980s  This was

useful because caseloads were lower in early
1989 than they are at present, even though
caseloads now are lower than at any point in the
1990s. In general, data goes back farther than
1932 when it was available and added something
meaningful to the report.  There are also some
very-short-duration comparisons in the text. like
the year of 1998 and the year of 1999. In these
cases. there were only one or two or three time
points to work with.

Recipient Coverage in Tabies

Most of the tables in this report with data from
DPSS administrative records exclude CalWORKs
families served by the Pasadena and South
Family District Offices because data on these
recipients for the penod from April 1998 through
October 1999 was not available.

Data for this report came primarily from twa
lonastanding DPSS case management database
systerms  called  Integrated Benefit Payment
System (IBPS) and Case Data Management
System (CDMS).

As the older systems were being phased ou! in
favar of Los Angeies Ebgibility Automated
Determination, Evaluation and Reporting
(LEADER), CES was supplied information on the
proportion of the DPSS caseload. Selection bias
and other data issues are discussed n
Appendices A and D

Background on Local
Communities

The population of Los Angeles County was
9.639.037 as of 1998, constituting 3 percent of the
rnation’'s popuiaticn 1t is also “the nation's poverty
capial M wath the largest poor population in the
naton and  a poverty rate of approximately
27 percent Los Angeles County 18 a diverse
metropolis where no racialfethnic group is in the
majority.  Hispanics are the largest population
group (44 percent),  folliowed by  Whites
{34 percent:, Asians (13 percent). and African



Americans (10 percent).’” Roughly one-third of
County residents were born outside the United
States

11is the opinion of CES that the County as a whole
is far toc large and heterogeneous to be
considered 2 "community.” and the same s true if
the County is broken down nto the five
Supervisorial Districts or eight Service Planning
Areas. Some ciies are small enough to be
considered communities. but some—particularty
Los Angeles and Long Beach—-are substantially
oversized. CES's (practical) vision of community
was an grea that had a recognized identity, was
home  to between  roughly  10,000-50.000
residents, and was relatively homogeneous in
terms of race/ethnicity or social class composition
To choose among the many communities in the
County meeting this definition, CES relied upon
two primary criteria 1) each selected community
had to have high or moderate numbers of
CalWORKs recipients, and 2) the communities
selected needed to be. when taken together.
representative of the Countys geographical
diversity

CES selected a small number of areas that met
these criteria and were strategic research sites in
other ways Some of them are independent cities,
others are planning areas within the City of
Los Angeles. and some are unincorporated areas
within the County.’® The areas selected to study
are profiled here  (See Figure 3 for the location of
each commumty }

Boyie Heights District of the City of Los Angeles.
First Supervisorial District Boyle Heights is one of
the most residentially segregated areas of the

County; 47 percent of Boyle Heights residents are
Latino or Hispanic |’ This is one of the County's
poorest communities, with 43 percent of residents
n poverty.  Although nearly half of the areas’
residents fail below the poverty line, only about
cne-eighth of them were aided by CalWORKs as
of August 1998. One reason for this is that many
of the poor in this area are legal immigrants who
may be leery about seeking aid and
undocumented immigrants who are ineligible for
aid  Another reason—and this applies to all of the
communities, not just Boyle Heights—is that
CalWORKs only ads families with  mincr
children—exciuding both  young and elderly
childiess adults Located just east of downtowrn
Los Angeles Boyle Heights has an ethnic past
that was much iess homogeneous than ils

present

Central Lcng Beach. Area within the City of Lang
Beach, Fourth Supervisorial District.  Unhke Boyle
Heights. no single racial/ethnic group is dominant
irn this mixed area, but Latinos still form the largest
group at 44 percent. Asians, many of them recent
immigrants.  form  the  second largest group
{21 percent). and i1s one of the largest pockets of
Asian  poverty in the County. Although at
40 percent, the concentration of poverty i1s slightly
less than Boyle Heights, this is still a very poor
area Twenty-five percent of area residents
receive  CalWQORKs assistance, the highest
proportion of the 10 selected communities



Figure 3. Map of Neighborhoods in Los Angeles County
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Compton An ncorporated oty al the southern
and westermn «dge of Scuth Central Los Angeies.
Second Supervisorial District Just over one-half
of Compton resigents ars Latinos. and most of the
remamder  are Afnican Americar The oiv's
ransiton frons maonty Black o majonty Latno
created significant intergroup tension and confhct
s poory manaaed school distnct remamns undes

State conwal Roughty 40 percent of Compton

i

resicdents are poor, bul only 17 percent recewve
CalWORKs assistance

Glendae. Glendale 5 a relatively affiuent
incorporated oty in the Fifth Supervisorial Distnict
About 20 percent of Glendale residents have
mneomes below the poverty ling and 9 percent of
residents recewve CalWORKs cash assistance.

This is ane of two studied communities where a



Table 1. Dermographic Characteristics of Selected Communities

Area Total  Super. Y% int % Cal- g % % %
Pop. District Poverty WORKs Biack White Latino Asian/
Pt
Boyle Heights 96,258 1 43 iz v 0 97 2
Centrai Long c e , . .
’ 15,15 410 23 19 15 44 21
Beach 115,157 4 40 5 4
Compton 107,720 2 40 17 42 1 56 Z
Glendate 87728 £ 20 4 57 25 17
Wilmuneton- . s . .

k 7 : ns G . 9 6 ;
Harbor City 78 0 4 s 9 5} 1€ 5 &
Holvwood 20{(.493 3 U 8 4 48 37 1M
Lancastet 121,103 5 1¢ 10 G 63 23 5
Mission Hills-. - - .

i 21,27 2 ! ) 12
Panorama City ! ! : g 23 6C
Rosemead 60 355 ; 27 1" o] 9 44 47
Westmont 21070 2 43 23 61 1 37 1

Source. 1998 CES population and poverty estimates, DPS3S administrative records

Note: "< CalWORKs™ gives the percentage of local residents who were CaiWwORKs-aiged in August 1998 based
on a geccede of DPSS administrative records The "Total Pop . "% in Poverty” and "% Black™ (etc.) were
calculated from 1998 SIB population and poverty estimates. Note that a significant number of persons in poverty
may not e shiginte for CalWORKs assistance. e g . elderly and other adults without minor children



CalWORKs Caseload Dynamics and Composition

How have CalWORKs caseloads changed in the
wake of welfare reform? The answer 15 complex
Nationally, AFDC caseloads began decreasing
even before the Federal Welfare Reform Act
passed This was also true in Los Angeles County
(see  Figure 4) AFDC/FG  (single-parent)
caseloads reached their peak of 268 000 in March
1995 By December 19897 however. G
caseloads had decreased to 218,000 nearlty 20
percent beiow the peak Caseloads continued to
decline after January 1998, shrinking by another
14 percent to 185,000 in October 1999, the lowest
level since December 1089

What are the mechanisms by which caseloads
have declined” Are more people leaving welfare
are fewer people appiying for or being approved
far aid. or 15 it some combination of the two? To
answer these guestions, CES tooks at applications
and approvals—the main source of new cases--
and then terminatons

if applications increase. the number of new cases
wili increase. assuming that denial and approval

rates remaimn relatively steady. Figure § illustrates
the CalWORKs application process, showing the
way in which applications are diverted from the
path teading to approval At each point in the flow
the figure shows counis (of applicants, denials,
etc.y for October 19989. In brief. the process
negins when a new or returning applicant parent
travels o a DPSS CalWORKs district office where
he or she begins completing an application for aid
A designated DPSS eligibility staff member, a
screener, often informally reviews the apptication
hefore being sent on for official approval/denial
processing if the screener determines that the
apphicant is not eligible for aid, the screener may
advise the applicant of that fact. The applicant is
entitted to pursue an official determination
however, regardiess of what the screener finds
Moreover, the screener is requued to refer
ineligible CalwORKs appiicants to Medi-Cal, Food
Stamps. or cther programs for which they appear
to be eligible '* Almost half of all applications are
withdrawn or cancelled at this point. Three-fourths
of  the remaimng cases are  approved

Figure 4 Families Receiving AFDC/CalWORKs Aid. 1992-1999
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- RULSN I
; PO 000 ,
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Source DPSS Statstical Reports



Figure 5. CalWORKs Application Flow, October 1999
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Both reports use estimates for Pasadena and South Family Distnct offices

The number of apphcations submitted for cash
assistance each montn has declined significantly
since the early 1990s in August 19982, for
instance. there were 14,805 applications for
AFDC/FG assistance and 4.249 applications for
AFDC/U  (two-parent) Simifar numbers of
apphcations alse came in moenthly during 1993
By October 1999 there were only 5% percent as
many CalWORKs/FG apphcations (B 038} and
only 42 percent (1 788 as many CaWORKs/LU
applications monthly as there hacd been severn
vears hefore  Most of thus decline in apphications
fand new cases maonthly; tock piace before the
pegmning of 1947, aitnough there has been an

smalier decine since early 1068

Declining apptications is thus one component of
the declining local welfare caseload. Because
CalWORKs has more eligibility restrictions than
the previous rules,’ it might be expected that, in
addition. fewer applications would be approved
earh month than had been the case under AFDC
As shown in Figure 5 applications are typically
esther approved or withdrawn/never completed. as
opposed o being  demied  outright. Some
proporion—unknown,  but  probably  large—of
withdrawn/never completed applications  would
denied if they had been fuliy
processed. It would thus be expected that new
rules would affect withdrawals and denials more or

have been

lesg evenly



Figure 6. CalWORKs/FG Terminations and Continuations, September 1999
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In fact there 18 evidence  supporting
increased numbers of deruals or withdrawals
The proportion of applications not approved
remained remarkabdly consistent over the years.
I each month, very close to half of ali FG
(single-parent) applicahons were not approved,
and in each month just about two-thirds of
{(two-parent) apphications failed (o be approved
Only & small proporhion of these apphications
were denied outright just about one-guarter of
under

g 75-80 percent ot

withdraw?

0o

FG  applications  and one-fitth of

appiications  The remaimn
wers
some of whom were ol nformally by DPSE
staft that they were not eiigible tor aw =~ -
AFDC/FG

W™

v applicants.

applications

August 1982 53 percent of

apphcations WEre nol processern

27 percent of the total denied. in October 1999,
52 percent were not processed and 25 percent were
dersed. If this smali decline in non-approvals i1s at all
meaningful, 1t might indicate that a portion of the
ineligible people who would have applied tn the past
have heen scared away by the rhetoric or reality of
welfare reform. in any event, the high consistency sn
the proportion of applications that are approved
means that there is & very close relationship
between trends in applicatons and trends in new
Figure € illustrates some of the components
of case terminations using data from
September 1998 Given the emphasis of welfare
refarm on the attainment of self-sufficiency through
empinyment it might be expected that a large
numbe: of case terminations would come about
resources have

Cases.

oninty

because  farmly  incomes  or



The substantial decline in caseloads from rud-
1996 through flate 1997 may in large part
represent “anticipatory” behavior, with the ablest
recipients 1aking the Federal legislation as a cue o
get a job nght away. and those averse 1 the new
red tape staying away before implementation
These could be seen as ‘early’ resuits of
CalWORKs. Many analysts attribute much of the
national decline in welfare caseloads to job growth
refative to the early 1990s  Los Angeles County
was hit particularlty hard by the recession in the
early 1990s. but unemployment began dropping
substantally duning 1996, continuing to date.  |f
weltare constitutes “unemplioyment insurance” for
less-skilled  single  mothers  whose  previous
employment did not qualify them for U benefits, or
whose Ul benefits have run out then i makes
sense that decreasing unemployment and
decreasing welfare use go together

CalWORKSs Leavers and Returns

Past research indicates that a large proporion of
welfare recipients who leave public assistance
return, often after only a few months. For some
families, welfare serves as short-term transitionai
assistance. while the wage earner is between jobs
or the family 1s changing bving arrangements  For
other families welfare is a iong-term means of
support. It has often been observed that the exit
rate for welfare recipients deciines as their time on
welfare increases  Of these long-term welfare
recipients, however, some recewe long-term
continuous support. and some are "cyclers” who
reguiariy move on and off welfare  Some cyciing
1s caused by administrative actions. as when
recipients fail to submit their monthly financial
statements (which are used for benefit calcuiation
and verification o continued ehlgibiity) and are
consequently cut off of ad. Another source is the
difficulty  itess-skilled  women
establishing and mamtaining
ndependence © The distinction between cyclers
and other long-term welfare users 1 important for
pohcy makears As two prommment researchers

experence n
[Steialaliisatin

conclude, “If most people leave welfare, only to fali
vack into it, then perhaps the focus of policy ought
to be not only on getting peopte off but alsc on
making It possibie for people to stay off "%

Past research on AFDC recipients throughout the
United States identified a number of factors that
are associated with the length of periods of
continuous welfare receipt (“spells”} and with
returns to welfare {(‘recidivism”). These mclude
race. marital status, education, work expernence,
and disabitity status. (While substance abuse,
mental health problems, and domestic violence
have been identified as serious barriers to stabie
employment and self-sufficiency, CES s not
aware of any systematic research documenting
their effects on the length of welfare spelis or the
likelihood of returns to welfare.) Women who had
never been married at the time they began their
first welfare spell experienced a ionger than
average initial spell and were more likely to return
to welfare (51 percent) compared to marned or
diverced  women Women who were mcre
educated had shorter spelis and less likelihood of
recidivism  African Americans women had longer
spelis than Whites and their recidivism rate was
also higher. ™

A recent study based on a 1997 national surveyzg'
found that a majority of welfare leavers left
because of work (68 percent). The jobs they
entered, however, carresponded 1o the low end of
the labor market in terms of hourly wages. monthly
earnings and job characteristics. Welfare leavers
typically found themselves in the same types of
jobs as low-income mothers who had not been on
welfare recently. The study also estimated that
1 mithion adults left welfare for at least a month
etween 1995 and 1997 and that 29 percent of
hem had returned to welfare and were receiving

;
t
+
{

benefits in 1997



Why Do They Leave?

Administrative data does not contain informaton
on the reasons why participants leave the
CalWORKs program.  Therefore, there 1s a great
dea! of uncerdainty surrounding the reasons for
which CalWORKs families leave aid  Studies of
weltare ieavers ir other parts of the country heve
typically found that & iarge majorty repored
leaving wellare because they had found work.
Many of these studies. however. are subject
selection  bias, the mest  economically
successiul farmibies are hkely to be the mos! stable
and. therefore. the easiest to contact % In addition,
suggests  that most leavers remamn

sSce

evidence
eligibte for air

According o & standard report submitted to the
State by DPSS regarding case terminations in
September 1999 * only 5 percent of single-parent
families and 13 percent of two-parent families who
ieft weltare in Los Angeles County had exceeded

WICOME  Tmits A larger proporton of families
{15 percent of both FG and U cases) were

eliminaied because they no longer included an
eiiqible child-—the: Jast child n the household
became oc oid, lef! the household, of became
mehgiie for some other reason. Failure to submit
or corractly complete g CA 7 statement of the
family finances led to termination of 40 percent of
FG cases and 37 percent of U cases  Another 31
percent of FG and 29 percent of U cases were
terminated tecause the head of the family either
falled (o some  other procedural
requirement or because he or she requested that
DPSS cinse the case

COmiphy - with

Thiz means CEL knows how 71 percent of FC
cases and 66 cases came ¢ e
ctosed Lyt dues not ceally know why, Did the

parent fad (o mai the fanulv's CA 7 because they

percent of U

were  aiout o oreach, noome ms oand e,
some months of ehgibility for &
wWas 1 because they

re oarent fall # o

wanted o "bank
bieaker ume n

maoved outoof

he tuture™

t
State”  Dd

niB

became too depressed to function?” Without
further research i is impossible to tell.

When Do They Return?

This report examined return rates among

CalWORKs famities that left welfare in any of three
different months and who remained off aid for at
least one month. The target months were April
1998, October 1998, and Aprii 1999  Of those
ieaving aid in Aprit 1998, 20 percent had returned
to aid within 4 months, a little over 25 percent had
returned in 8 months. and about 28 percent had
returned at the end of a full year (see Figure 8} in
other words, nearly three-quarters managed to
stay off of aid for at least one year. The return
rates for those leaving in October 1998 were
slightly higher but otherwise quite similar to those
for the April leavers. [n contrast. those leaving in
April 1999 were subsiantially less likely to return in
the first six months after leaving aid This pattern.
f 1 holds up over fime, will lead to additional
caselcad decreases. Whether or not increased
mcome through employment is the reason for a
family leaving welfare. there are reasons (o
believe that families headed by a wage earner will
have more resources to stay off welfare for longer
perods of time. Figure 9 supports this idea  In
Aprit 1998, 30 percent of FG cases {33 percent in
April 1999} had some earned income. For each of
the two target months shown in the figure, the FG
families without earned income were more likely to
return to avd than those with earned income The
figure alsc shows the same decrease in return
rates over time that was observed in Figure 8.

Because past studies have used a variety of
different methodologies and come up with widely
differing estimates for return rates over time, it 1s
difficult to say whether the return rates that have
beern  observed are unusually high or low
compared to those in other areas. Without
histoncal Los Angeles County data to compare
agamsl, its difficult to say how unique the current
return rates are. Nl is clear. however. that in the
last two vears the rates have been decreasing

somewhat  This either means that an increasing



proportion of former CalWORKs families are doing
well, or that other conditions are increasingly
convincing tormer recipients to stay away from
welfare.

Caseload Composition

The recent changes in eligibility and requirements

related to welfare receipt may have lec to
differences in the makeup of the CalWORKs
caseloar. Federal changes i immigrants’

ehgibility for benefits {most of which do not now
hold 1 Cailformia could, bhecause of confusion

decrease the number of immigrants applying for
welfare. Work requirements and time limits should
result in some changes in how long people stay on
welfare  The enforcement of sanctions on non-
compliant parents should increase the proportion
of cases where only children are aided. Al of
these new rules have implications for what kinds
of cases are present ldeally, the way in which
recent developments have led 1o changes in
caseload composition could be observed. CES
has only recently secured access to some of the
data necessary for comparison with caseloads of
the past

Figure 8. Percentage of CalWORKSs Leavers Returning Over Time, 1998-1999
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Figure 9. Return Rates for CalWORKs/FG Leavers With and Without Earned income
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Headship

Headstuz s an area of great interest o State
riciudes as a goal the
transiien of single-parent housenoids into two-
parent nouseholds in order 1o fight poverty
Though the tracking of marriage formation among
CalWORKs single-parent famiies (and separation
and divorce among two-parent families) are of
Clear interest. little dats exist, if a single parent
chooses o ieave CalWORKs shortly before an
impending marnage, the welfare agency is unlikely
o be informed of the reasons behind the client's
request for terminaton I the welfare agency
does nat know researchers can find out oniy by

lawmakenrs The law

conducting costiy independent studies Since
relatvely few recipients leave because they have

become mehgibie. there are compeling reasons

for welfare agenmes 1o do more 1o unoover the
compler of faclors that ead former particpants 1
& focus on those who

leave g In particutar

leave gue Lo marnage cugnt provide insight e

LES tabulation from DPSS administrative records

how 1o faciitate marriage formation among this
population

Racial Composition

Partiy because of disparities in the prevalence of
single-parent  and two-parent headed families
between raciallethnic groups, there are parallel
differences in the composition of FG vs. U
caseloads (see Table 2) Blacks, who have the
highest prevalence of single-parent families. are
much more iikely to be receiving CalWORKS/FG
aid (29.5 percent in Aprit 1998) than CalWORKs/U
aid (3.6 percent in April 1998). The opposite is
true for Whites: over one-quarter of CalWwORKs/U
famiies were headed by a White person in Aprit
1948, compared to 12.2 percent of CalWORKs/FG
cases dunng the same month.  Hispanics, who
comprise over half of both the CalWORKs/U and
CalWORKs/FG caseloads, were almost equally
represented  under  both  aid  categories
165 € percent ve 52.9 percent in Apri! 1998).



Table 2. Race of Head of CalWORKs Case, April 1998-October 1999

CalWORKs/FG CalWORKs/U

Apr 98 Oct98 Apr99 Oct98 Apr98 Oct98 Apr99 Oct99

Yo Yo % Yo ° Ya % Yo

white 22 117 115 110 259 241 235 224

HIsparg 2.8 53.0 531 534 556 58.2 59.0 60.0

Brack 295 301 30 303 R 37 3.7 4.0

Cambodiar 15 1.4 18 1.5 2.1 20 1.9 1.9

Vietnamese 1.2 12 12 11 73 67 67 64

Otner Aslan i 2.5 24 2.5 24 5.3 51 50 5.0

Natve American 0.2 0.z 0.2 0.2 0.z 0.1 0.2 0.2

Totai 100.0 100 0 100.G 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0
source  CES tabulaton from DPSS IBRS/CDOMS data

Note. Figures tor October 1999 are based on straight-line projections for Pasadena and South Family
“Other Asian/FI” includes any Asian origin or Pacific

offices and actual reports for all other offices
isiander groups not explicitly mentioned

White the ratic of FG to U cases within each group
remained relalively constant over time, there have

beer some  stnking changes in the overall
composition  of CalWORKs caseloads Ag
CalWORKs  caseloads  have  dechned, a
decreasing  wroportion  of famibes aided are

headed by Whites  This 1s especially true for U
cases, where Whites dropped from 25.9 percent to
224 percent between Aprl 1998 and October

1999 An opposite but even more modest trend
can be seen ir Table 2 among Blacks and

Hispanics  The main finding of interest, nowever
1S that Whites are decreasing acioss the board
armong CalWORKs recipients

Time on Aid

welfare
of

Numernds  studies 10
reform nave shewn that pericds
receipt are often guite short, 1asting iess than tweo
it was estimated that that haif of ad
fasten] iess than 2 vears, while only

conducted prior
continuous
vears "~ o fact
weltare Lases
14 percent of the welfare cases lasted 10 years o
more © Most reciunents ad more than one spell of
welfare Lse when spells were added
together the median tength of total welfare receipt
four " in addition

Bowever

was close tu years. iong-term

LY

recipients tend to accumulate in the system and.
therefore, are more likely to be part of the
caseload at any given point in lime * 1t has peen
estimated, based on national data, that over
75 percent of the AFDC caseload at any pomt in
tme was in the process of a welfare “career”
tasting 60 months or more >* In a national study of
families on aid between 1983 and 1995,
researchers concluded that a ‘relatively large
number of low-income families may face sanctions
or benefit cutoffs as a result of the time limis
mandated by the 1996 welfare legislation.” The
researchers estimated that 41 percent of the
current welfare caseload would reach the limit
within 8 vears ™ This projection only holds.
however, f welfare reform does not cause
changes in the behavior of potential fong-term
recipients’ the actual number of recipients hitting
the H0-month time iMit could, thus, be significantiy

lower

Leoking at the tme on aid among CalWORKs
farmiies m the County. we see that at the time of
CalWORKs implementation, more FG and U
cases had been on aid more than five years than
in any other category (see Table 3). These long-
term FG cases have remained relatively stable



between April 1968 and October 199%-~constituting
about 43 percent of the caseload. In contrast, U
cases hat have been on aid more than five years
have increased oy almost four percentage pomts
The increasing share of long-term cases does not
ncreases we nhave seen n
shorter-term  cases Amony single-parent and
wo-parent cases. the proportion of families that
have been recenmng aid for less than two years
than two percentage

g
overshadow  {he

has iroreased Ly more

points. A related development is the decreasing
proportion of cases that have been on éid two to
five years Within the FG and U caseioads. this
category has decreased by four percentage points
and about six percentage poinis, respectively
Thus, the caseload is becoming increasingly
bifurcated; that 1s, the proportions of both short-
and long-term cases are growing while those of
middling length are becoming less common.

~Table 3. CalWORKs Time on Aid

CalWORKs/FG CalWORKs/U
Apr 98 Qct 98 Apr 99 QOct 99 Apr98 Oct98 Apr99 Oct99
Under two vears 328 331 342 353 273 267 28 3 294
Twoe five years v 267 249 238 313 298 272 254
More trian five years 385 403 406 408 413 43 & 44.6 451
Tata! Percentage 100.0 100.C 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 0 100.0 1000
108 622 185009 180770 73.411 40,948 38335 37.499 35750

5 calcaation from DPSS IBPS/CDMS data

Souroe

Note  Lalegornes

Figures for Do
solual raporrts for 3l other nffices.

the tading that iong-lerm cases have been
refativery siow 1o leave welfare 1s consistent with
predictions that welfare caseloads will increasingly
consist of the hardest-io-serve populalions—those
welfare reciplents wno are least educated, have
the teast work expenence. and must overcome
barners ke mental health  disorders  and
substacree atuse problems. It remains to be seen
how special  supportive  services,
welfare to-work SEMVICES, and the
enforcement of work regquirements will help these
famihes become seff-supporting befure they reach

effectiveiy
strict

e Betime bmats
imimigrants

Fron toowelfars ceforno {(1996)  jegal immugrants
and therr childrer were entitled to health care and
other pubho benefils on more ¢r iess the same
lerms o8 atzens The Federal Welfare Reform

Act of TEU6 consderatdy restricted the availabidity

are based on continuous time on welfare with aliowances for short breaks in aid receipt
abes 1999 are based on straght-line projections for Pasadena and South Family offices and

of federal aid programs o non-citizen flegal
wnmigrants  Three major changes occurred with
the reform of welfare: 1) eligibility for receiving full
public benefits is determined by an immigrant’s
citizenship. nct legal status: 2) states have greater
power to determine which immigrants qualify for
Federal and state public services;, and 3)
immigrants who arrived in the United States after
the law's enactment {August 22, 1996) have fewer
claims to services than those who arrived before
this deadline *° In particular. the bill made many
immigrants ineligible for SSI, Food Stamps, TANF
and non-emergency Medicaid. The bill created &
wa-tered system. making aid receipt most difficult
for immgrants arriving after 1996. The bill did not
prohitit states from fihng the gap. spending state
money 1o aid immigrants ineligible for Federai
assistance. Many states have partly filled the void
ieft by the Federal government's removal of safety
net programs for immigrants. Furthermore.
Congress has also restored Food Stamp and S5



elgibilty  t0 specific  groups of immgrants,
particuiarty amoeng chiidren and the elderly, The
resul. however, 1S a confusing array of separate
programs  and requirements that the Urban
institute has deemed “patchwork policies. ™

Researchers at the Urban Institute attempted to
determine whether the Federal Welfare Reform
Azt of 1996 and subsequent changes at the State
level have caused legal mmmigrants and thew
atizen children e fail to take advantage of benefits
for which they remain eligibie.  Under California
law, moast legal immigrants and their children zan
be eligible for CalWORKs assistance.  In addition,
Catiforma uses State funds 1o pay for Food
Stamps for income-elgible immigrants.  Despite
Califoriig ¢ relatively generous policies, the Urhan
Institute  still found that the number of newly
approved cases for legal immigrant families had
droppes even whie there was no change for
wtizen-hieaded famiies  They attributed this to
confusion and fear about the new policies ©

Tne Uthan institute iooked first to the number of
new AFDC o CalWORKs cases added each
month 0 Los Argeles County during the period
January 1998 Wrough January 1998 Their data
are  shown o Figure 10, supplemented by
equivalent data compiled by CES for Aprit 1998
trouan October 1993 % The Urban Institute found
that while the proportion of cases approved each
month that were headed by United States citizens
ncreasad Dy 3 reialively small amount between
1996 and 1098 the proportion of new cases
headed by legal smmigrants had shrunk by
Ti{percen by 1998 7 At the beginning of this
pencd. 56 percent of new cases were headed by
United  States  ctizens. 21 percent by legal
mmrmigrants. and 22 percent by undocumented
muTngrants  undocumented immigrants are not
it byt ther children born in the United

ehgiie fo
States «re oitirens who can be eliqible for aid) At

the end of the penod 72 percent werg headed by
ctizens & perrent Ly Jegal immugrants, and

19 percent by undocumented immigrants. By late
1999, the share of new cases headed by legal
immigrants had crept back up to 15 percent, still
well below the 21 percent share of January 199€
The meaning of these trends will be discussed

beiow.

As the vast majority of the children aided in legal
immigrant-headed families are citizens, these
trends may have important consequences for the
economic well-peing and physical health of many
young natives. The pattern among children in new
cases is very similar to that for the heads of their
families; the proportion of chidren new to
CalwORKs who were in families headed by legal
immigrants dropped during late 1996 and early
1997, nsing in 1998 (see Table 4). Familes

headed by undocumented parents seemed to be
relatively unaffected by this trend.



Figure 10. Citizenship Status. Heads of New AFDC/CalWORKs Cases, 19961999
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" Source: Data tor April 1996--October 1997 taken from Table 1, Zimmerman, Wendy and Michael Fix.
1998 'Ueclining immigrant apphcations for Medi-Cal and welfare benefits in Los Angeies County”
Lrban Institute, Washington, D.C Data for Apni 1998-October 1999 from CES tabulations of DPSS

admunistrative data

Note. Headship determined by "first adult™ for Urban Institute. "Apphcant” status for CES. Percentages
do not sum to 100 due to the omission of cases with rissing data for citizenship of the case-head. Total
monthly approvals do not equal official DPSS figures because they were compiled using different
methodologies
Table 4. Citizen Children in New AFDC/CalWORKs Cases by Citizenship Status, Heads of New
AFDC/CalWORKs Cases, 1996-1999
Citizen Children of  Citizen Children of

Citizen Children of

Children in New o . .

AFDC/CalWORKs U tzens Legal Immigrants i ocumented

Cases Yo % Immigrants %
April 1998 12,330 T 86 22 19
Uictober 19948 12 .606 sS4 18 16
Apnil 1997 9,085 7¢ a 17
October 1997 10,714 70 G 19
Apnl 14998 6.381 36 16 16
Gotuber 1998 8,018 64 16 18
Apni 1994 £.546 64 13 21
Octeber 1984 8172 [a¥4 15 21

Source Data for April 1996-QOctober 1997 taken from Tabie 2. Zimmerman, Wendy and Michael Fix 1998,
“Declimng anmugrant applications for Medi-Cal and welfare benefits in Los Angeles County,” Urban institute.
Washington I & Data for Aprit 1998-October 1999 from SIB tabulations of DPSS administrative data

Muote  Headship cetermuined by “first adult” for Urban Institule, "Applicant” status for CES. Percentages do not
sum o 100 due o the omigsion of cases with missing data for citizenship of the case-head. Total monthly
approvals go not eguat official DPSS figures because they were compiled using different methodologies  Not

stedd for the move o October 1899 of the Pasadena and South Family District Offices to LEADER

Lomputer systerr




Tabie 5. CalWORKs Cases Aided by Citizenship Status of Case-Head

Apr 98 Oct 98 Apr 99 Oct 99

ases Aded 239,564 227 432 218.262 180,490
Tases Headed by Citizen 58%. 58% 57% 57%
Cases Headed by Legal Immigrans 23% 21% 21% 20%
Lases Headed by Undocumented o qas -
immigrant Ak 2% 21% 22%-
“ersons Arded 688 120 547,918 616,372 531,380
Cases Headed oy Citizen 599, 59% 58% 58%
Cases Headed by Legal immigrant 27% 26% 25% 24%
.ases He i j 1 .

ases Headed by Undocumented 129, 14% 159, 16%

mmigrant

Saource  CES tabulation from DPSS administrative data

o

Note
Offices to the LEADER computer systemn

Researchers at the Urban Instilute alse found that
after welfare reform. tewer non-English speaking
families have applied and been approved for
benefits  Famiies were classified by the seif-
repoded pnimary language of the "head” of the
family. usually the person whe onginally apphied
for welfare benefits  in January 1996. 60 percent
of newly approved families were English-speaking
385 percent were Sparush-speaking, and 4 percent
spuke some ather language. By January 1998, 72
percent of the newly approved families were
English-speaking, 25 percent were Spanish
speaking. and 3 percent spoke other languages *’

While CES hid not conduct an analysis of newly
approved cases Ly primary language of the head
of famiy. CES did look for changes i the total
number of CalWORKs cases by language.  Of
CalWORKs families aded in Los Angeles County
i Apri 1998 most farmily heads spoke English
ciosely by  Spamnsh
speaking (33 percantt The three other languages
spoken by comparatively large groups of welfare

{64 percent) followed

reciiens were Armenian (3 percent), Vietnameses
ambedian (2 percent)
Exarmimng cases Dy pnmary language during the
percd Aral 1998 o Apnd 1999 1t was found that

peyoent; A

the net ate of cnange for families speaking each

tanguage was =3sentialiv the same as that for all

Not adiusted for the move in October 1999 of the Pasadena and South Family District

CalWORKs cases. If the tit towards English-
speaking and away from Spanish-speaking among
new cases noted in the Urban Institute report did
continue through 1998 and 1999, then it must also
have been the case that English-speaking were
leaving CalWORKs more rapidly than others

Urban Institute researchers consider that these
declines in immigrant use of welfare owe more to
the “chiliing effects” of the welfare reform than to
actual eligibility changes,“ Legal immugrants may
mistakenly believe that they and ther families are
no longer eligible, may be afraid of being reported
to the INS, or that the use of public benefits will
affect their ability to become residents or to
naturalize.™ Current welfare policy divides the
immigrant population into qualified and unqualified
immigrants. thése two broad categories are
intended to simplify the law. but also expressiy
relegate several classes of immigrants lawfully in
the United States to the same unqualiified status
as the undocumented. contribuling even more o
is and who 18 not

the confusion as to who

ehgible

Welfare reform may be inhibiting legal immigrants’
use of welfare benefits. As most children of lega!
immigrants are citizens. new policies may affect
the well-being of a group of citizens without intent



A possible outcome s that the citizen children of
needy legal immigranms wil be raised in poorer
houserolds and grow up to be less seif-sufficient
thar would otherwise be the case

Sanctions

Trne repeal of AFDC nvolved the inclusion of &
new  requirements,  sanctions, and
penaltes  In Califorrua, sanctions are apphed only
to adults that s, only the adult's and not the
chiti's portion of the grant may be cut off A
sanctioned aault 1s considered ineligible for aid, at
least temporanly  Penalties result 1n either a
percentage of the grant or the adult's portion of the:
grant heing held back  Penalties do not result in
anyone being considered inehgible for aid When
farhes are approved for CalWORKs, or when
they attend therr annual redetermination meeting

series of

(a session to reestablish eligibility in detall), they
must show proof of the following in order to avoid
penalties. immunization of their preschool-aged
children; reguiar school attendance of their school-
age children under 16; and cooperation with the
District Attorney's office in the pursuit of child
support  from an absent parent Adults
participating in CalWORKs may be sanctioned and
prevented from recewing aid if they have not
assigned their child and spousal support nghts to
the County or if they refuse to agree to a welfare-
to-work plan or fail to show proof of satisfactory
progress in an assigned welfare-to-work activity,“
The absence of the adult portion of the grant or
the decrease in the grant due to penalties may
result 1n economically leaner circumstances for
poor families It is important to see the extent t¢
which this is occurring.

Tabie 6. CalWORKs Sanctions in Effect, 19981999

CalWORKs Sanctions Apr 98 Oct 98 Apr 99 Oct 99
Dwag Felen T 0 0 o 5
Child Suppat Assignment 3 5] 14 15
Farole Violation/Fleeing Felon o D 3 5
sature to Meet Work Requirements 4,215 7.955 11,730 12,903

4,218 7,963 11,747 12.928

Sowce. CES calculation from DPSS IBRPS/CDMS data.

Note Figures for October 1999 are based on straight-ine projections for Pasadena and
South Family offices and actual reports for all other offices  Drug felons are not sanclioned,

st are melgible for aid.

Table 4
number  of
CalWwORKs
counts  of convicled drug  felons,
violatars while  not
sancuoned thess persons have become inehgible
for avd under CalWORKs ) Most sanctions applied i
welfare-to-work  program

B percent of alt
-~niad g current sanction applied
More striking is the fant

Hustrates that a small but significant i each month increased from about 4,000 to

sanctions  are  bemng applied 10 atmost 13.000 over this period. Over the same

{This report aiso includes period, the number of weifare-to-work participants

and parole more than doubled, explaining most, f not all, of
technically this increase.

adults

helause

Penallies applied since CalWORKs
impiementation. while not as numerous as the
work requirement sanctions, follow a simiiar trend
(see Figure 11} Penalties relating to child suppor
cooperaticn more  than  gquadrupled  between
October 1998 and October 1999 (350--1,500), and
those related to child's school attendance more

than tripled (200-700) during the same period.

relate o meeting

aider]

PREGUITEIMIS N

ACultsenne 1

ty therm o October 190G

sanctions in effect in each

wat the number o




Figure 11. CalWORKs Penalties in Effect, 1998-1999
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seuioe CER tabulations from DPSS administrative data

Note Adjusted for Pasadena and South Famity District Offices.

Tryz sion start and rapid  ncrease i the
applicaticn of penatties must be understood within
the cortext of program implememation.  Although
the penaltes officially became effective on
January 1 1998, there was some delay in the
develcpment and promulgation of implementing
policies at the State and locai levels  Moreover,
CES's interviews with CalWORKs elgibility and
welfare-to-work staff indicated that the workers’
undersianding of how (¢ detect penalty conditions
and applv penalties to cases grew over time ™ i
seems reasonable to speculate thai increased
stafl knowledge and confidence added tn an
morease mthe number of persons penalized

Chiid-onty Cases

Childrens car oy be aided under CalWORKs
when tnay bve with at ieast one related caretaker
An oz ~hied's aretaker or carelakers need not
be CatWoRK s aded themselves, however  When

no adults are aided on a case, it is considered a
‘child-oniy” case If a caretaker adult is unaided. it
is usually for one of three reasons: 1) the adult s
legally excluded from receiving aid, 2) the adult is
receiving SSVCAPI  (disability) assislance.  or
3y the adult is temporarily ineligibie for aid
because they have been sanctianed as a result of
program noncompliance

In Los Angeles County, the most common reason
for a parent or caretaker to be legally excluded
from aid s that the adult is an undocumented
immigrant. Weifare reform increased the numbes
ot tegally excluded adults by denying aid to drug
felons and fleeing felons, as discussed above It
is through CalWORKs sanctions, nowever, that
welfaie most directly contributes to the child-only
caselcad  Adults are most frequently sanctioned
for failing to meet work requirements. but they may
also pe sanctioned for refusing to assgn child
support and spousal support rights to the County



The great majority of cases that have aided adults
are subiect to wellare-to-work requirements  This
inciudes adults i about 108,000 one-parent and
25 000 two-parent famites as of October 1399
Eventually, many adults will become ineligible for
Aid because they have exceeded program time
tmits. but no adull will surpass the CalWORKs
five-year time limit untit 2003

According to an inguiry conducted by the Federal
government, the chid-only caseload nationally
increased by almost 150 percent between 1988
and 1997 *° Both child-only and aded-adult cases
ew between 1988 and 1994 but child-only
cases more than doubled in number. Welfare
caseloads have been falling nationally since the
mud-1990s. and child-only cases fell by about
27 percent between 1997 and 1998 The overal
TANF caseload has declined more rapidly than
nave ~hild-only cases however, the latter have
noreased ther fraction of the total caseioad

Across the country  neatly one-quarter o the
welfar: cases open dunng 1996 and 1987 were
chilg-Gnty cases, and 61 percent of these child
only cases had at least one parent present i the
nome  The child-only share of the caseload was
the same in California as i the rest of the nation
oul sbout 80 percent of child-only cases i
California had at least one parent present in the
home  Another way i which California stood out
from the national average was that of the cases
with parents present n the home, immigration
status was the reason for the parent's ineligibility
58 percent of the tme-—more than double the
national average This is not surprising, given that
moce undocumented immigrants live in California
eoany state.  On the other hand

parents 0 California's child-only cases were less

ather

than

likely than the national average to be ineligible
because of SSI receipt (25 percent vs. 38 percent)
or because of a welfare-related sanction
(9 percent vs, 15 percent).

Federal researchers have suggested a number of
possible causes for the growth in child-only
caseloads. These include increasing local efforts
to enroll eligible adults in SS| pregrams, the
greatly increased number of adult a:d recipients
subject to welfare-to-work requirements and
therefore vuinerable to sanctions, and social ills
that have led to increasing numbers of children
being piaced with caregivers who are aot their
parents *” In California. the increasing numbers of
ineligible immigrants is very likely another cause
for the growth of the child-only casetoad.

Data on CalWORKs families in Los Angeles
County show that since the implementation of
CalWORKs. the number and proportion of chiid-
only cases has increased in both FG and U cases
(see Table 7). In fact, the percentage of all FG
cases that were child-only Iincreased by
6 percentage points over a year and a haif:
similarly, the proportion of child-only U cases
increased by 5 percentage points between April
1888 and October 19938. This was paralleled by
an equal increase in the proportion of all aided
chitdren who were in  child-only cases.
Furthermore, while the total number of aided
chitdren has decreased since the implementation
of CaWORKs, in both FG and U cases the
absotute numbers of children who are in child-only
cases have actually increased. This is in contrast
to the situation nationwide, where the share of
child-only cases has been increasing, but absolute
numbers have been in decline



Table 7. CalWORKs Cases in Los Angeles County by Child-Only Status, 1998-1999
CalWORKs/FG CalWORKs/U

Apr 98 | Oct 98 | Apr 99 | Oct 99 Apr98 | Oct 98 | Apr 99 | Oct 99

80.694 172,509 !40.945 38,322 37.489) 35638

-

[ Total numoes of cases 198 604 | 189,008

—

ENumber of crild-only cases f61,002 61.715] 64286 64468 | 97201 10,034} 10,381 10409
k,wh;!dw«omacm as percent of
total

o !

3Mo% | 33% | 36% | 24% | 26% | 28% | 29%

i

w2
puv
2
S

e e e e .

faided children | 393.885(376 155{35%.888{342.719 !100.128 93,796] 91,903} 87,343

Total nurnbes

N ot of ehiidrer in o :

 Number of children in 117 1850120.010{126.025! 127.127] | 22,849 24.171] 25.198 25.581
! child-onty cases ! ;

| Chiddren i childeonly cases A% 32% 8% 37% | 23% | 26% | 27% | 29%
{as percent of 1ol o > : ; >

T : T ;

i Average numper of children, Y o ) - : )
i 19 RS 2. 2 ; : . 4 R
{ child-only cases P v 204 24 24 2 25
[ Average number of children § so 20 50 0 25 o5 o o5
Lall other cases : - - - < : : > : :

Source  CES tabulation from DPSS IBPS/CDMS data.
Note. Fagures foc Dctober 1999 are hased on straight-hne projections for Pasadena and South Family offices
and actual repons for ali ather offices.

S



Labor Market

H there i1s one pnrase that sums up the tnrust of
welfare reform 1t s this. "Get a job!” Through &
combination of financial incentives and support
services. reformed welfare programs aim (0 make
workers out of almost all adult welfare recipients
b Calfornia and in most other states, the
ncentives and support services are intended to
‘make work pay,” aliowing paremts to increase
their tctal monthly ncomes without having to
absort all of the costs (fransportation, child care.
etc ) assocated with employment.  Welfare time
imits are an added encouragement to parents,
urging them to work now and to “bank” their
months  of weltare eligibility against potential
joblessness 10 future vears*®  Welfare reform
mncludes  cone  additional  reason  to waork
sanctions—the threat of having some or all of &
weltare grant withheld when program
requirernents are rot met

 these measures—the ncentves, supports, and
sanchons-~functzn as  planned,  increased
employment among welfare recipients and among
similar parents who would otherwise be eligible for
welfare could be expected The effects of the
ncentives, suppors. and sanctions. however,
could e muted  the incentives, supports, and
sanctons  are not sufficientty  strong. if job
opportunities are not plentiful, or if there are other
apphcants contending with welfare recipients for
the same 1obs

Had the work requrements been implemented for
all recipients on the first day of reform, a dramatic
ase 10 docal unemployment could have been
expected  However since policymakers shaped a
program  ailowing recipients to enter the labos
markel graduaily, this may have given the region s
dyname ecenomy hme 1o create jobs to help
absort welfare  parentz mto the  workforce
Reference 5 made here to net job creation—ar
ncrease in the wtat supply of jpbs——which occurs
whnen more new Jobs are created than older jobs

destroyed

There are some pressing questions to ask about
job creation and welfare reform  Can Los Angeies
County create enough jobs to absorb all welfare
recipients? Will another recession halt or even
reverse progress in moving recipients into the
labor market? Will the Los Angeles County
economy create the types of jobs that welfare
recipients can fill? Will the jobs welfare recipients
take pay above-poverty wages?

Some of these questions are answered in this
section, while others are deferred to CES's next
report on the success of welfare-to-work. In
addition, we discuss how welfare recipients’ labor
force participation may affect the working poor
parents and individuals with whom welfare parents
are competing for jobs. Finally, we present and
analyze Los Angeles County employment trends
amaong single mothers and welfare participants in
the aftermath of welfare reform

Recession

Welfare researchers throughout the country have
documented how a booming economy facilitates
recipients’ transition off welfare and into the
workforce.  Aithough certain researchers believe
that declining welfare caseloads are unrelated to
job prospects.* there is broad consensus among
researchers that the booming economy has been
a significant cause of faling welifare dependence.
On the eve of welfare reform, a study by the
Councit of Economic Advisers estimated that 31-
45 percent of caseload changes through 1996
were due to economic factors ™ In the aftermath of
weltare reform, researchers have found declining
unemployment rates to be responsibie for

9-19 percent of the decline i caseloads -

Althcugh & strong economy has greally aided
recipients 1 becoming workers, the role of an
expanding economy in facilitating the transition of
welfare parents into work may decling over the
coming years  Should a recession cccur In the



near future. job prospects for welfare recipients
will deciine  The labor market becomes much less
compettive  when the economy is booming,
making it easier for welfare recipients (o find and
retain jobs.  Conversely, during periods of siow
growth and recession welfare leavers are more
likely 1o lose thew jobs, and recipients will face
stiffer competition for job openings  Further. the
economic suppont provided by a recipient's partner
would z@iso tend te decline during periods of slow
grow!h  Thus. recession will tend to drive up the
welfare caseloads by making it difficul! to leave the
cause unemployed

welfare  system and  will

parents to remain dependent on welfare

The Los Angeles County economy has been
steadily creating jobs—both skilled and unskifted—
for several years. In the past year. local economic
growth nas finatly caught up with the national trend
the first ten years  Although the
national and 1ocal economies continue to expand,
labor growth nas siowed n the last several years
The State and national labor growih rates
displayed i Figure 12 indicate that economic

for time: N

Al

i

growth has already slowed somewhat in the labor

market Similarly, national income (Gross
Domestic Product) growth began to slow in
1997 ¥

Since the earliest economic monitoring efforts in
1854, new business cycles have started in the
Umted States roughly every five years. If history is
a guide, it would appear inevitable that a recession
will occur sometime in the next few years. The
current economic expansion is already the longest
peacetime expansion in recorded American
history. History also indicates that Los Angeles
County has experienced each of nine post-war
recessions along with the rest of the country.
Recently. Los Angeles County spent longer in
recession than did the rest of the country, it
nonetheless went into recession at roughly the
same time



Figure 12: Employment Growth, 1989-1999
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Employment growth 1s the percentage change n annual average employment.

The reader should be

cautioned that dechning growth rates do not imply than employment levels have fallen, only that they are growing

mote slowly

When a recession oocurs, there is an expectation
industnies particularly
dirriunish

that b opporunities  in
sensitive  to  the business cycle will
Marginal workers will have greater difficulty finding
and retaning obs in an increasingly competitive
labor market A more competitive iabor market will
cause dechne or stagnation in real wage growth,
panticutary for unskilied jobs =

The extent (o which a recession will reverse
caseload dechines will depend on the timing of the
recession, access to unemployment benefits, and
the competitiveness of single mothers in the
recessionary job market  Although unemployment
nsurance wili cover some of the mothers and therr
if any. unemployment benefits do not

partners,
completedy replace lost earmings and provide no
coverage {or those former welfare recipients who
had ust pegun to work in the 12-18 months prior
10 being lad off  Clearly. single mothers will apply
for welfare wnen the cycheal jobs they often haold,

36

such as department store cashier and hotel mard
positions, are elminated. When the cyclical jobs
that working class men tend to hoid begin to
disappear. this is also likely to affect single
mothers.  For many low-income mothers with
nonmarital partners, especially live-in nonmarital
partners, a downturn in men's employment may
mean a loss of vital income. Thus, a recession is
likely to have both direct and indirect effects on the
propensity of poor single mothers to apply for aid.

Although recession will clearly create temporary
sethacks in the success of welfare reform, it may
not necessanly undermine reform over the long
run. Prior to the recession of the early 1990s and
during the last few years, Los Angeles County has
on net created between 50,000 and 100,000 jobs
annually (see Figure 13). The problem s tha!
welfare recipients are not necessarily competitive
with other applicants for these jobs



Figure 13. Welfare Caseload and Net Job Creation, Los Angeles County, 1985-13999
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Unskilled Job Creation

Even if Los Angeles County creates an adequate
guantity of jobs, this does not mean that welfare
recipients are qualified for these jobs  In order to
assess how economic growth can help move
welfare recipients into the workforce, it is important
1o focus on the types of jobs available to welfare
recipients Because of their low basic skifls,
welfare recipients cannot access the vast majority
of jobs ¥ Los Angeles County welfare recipients
have particularly low basic skilis. parlly because
many have hmited education while others have
imited English-speaking skilts. " Some
researchers have concluded that Los Angeles
County lacks a sufficient supply of low-skill jobs to
absort all welfare recipients into the workforce
Welfare recipients are much more likely than other

4

Angeleros to get jobs 0 cerain types o
businesses. such as  apparel manufacturing

depanment slores. beauty shops, temiporary hely
agencies, nursing homes, child cere facilities. and
private housenolds © Studies indicate that welfare
maothers are much more likely than the typical

[
-~

worker 1o find jobs as maids, textie workers
cashiers. nursing aides, child care workers, and
waitresses >’

Strong job growth in recent years has meant that
even the uneducated and the unskilled have been
able to access the local labor market.* Job growth
in the industries employing disproportionately high
numbers of welfare recipients has been relatively
strong over the last several years (see Table 8).
Growth in occupations caring for the elderly has
been strong and will continue to be fueled by the
aging of the population. The local apparel industry
has grown quickly, despite lackiuster performance
i the rest of the country With the exception of
department stores, growth the low-wage
ndustries has been particularly strong n recent
vears in Los Angeles County.

tn

A single parent can support three chidren at a
levei just above the poverty line if she works full-
time and year-round at the current $5.75 minimum
wage, i she recewes Food Stamps and free
school meals, and f she takes advantage of the



Federal EITC  So, it can be expected that welfare
leavers will have trouble making ends meet if they
are unable 1o find full-hme work or if they are
unatie to remain steadily employed throughout the
year  Tnis is why it 18 important to understand
unskilied welfare recipients’ prospects for full-time,
vear-round work, in fact, job opportunities for less
qualified workers do not offer much promise for
nigh earmings or steady advancement. The jobs
carry  with them a high risk of recurring
unemployment and layoffs. Significant proportions
of these types of jobs are on a part-time
schedule ™ Average vyearly earnings in these
industies are low compared with the Countywide
average However, earnings growth in these
ndustnies nas kep! pace with the Countywide
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average during the 1990s. Sething aside the fast-
growing temporary help and home health care
industries, average annual pay among employers
of welfare recipients has risen about 20 percent in
unadjusted dollars since the recession. Increases
in the minimum wage in 1996 and 1998 helped
sustain wages in these industries.®

Clearly a low-wage |0ob can lift a recipient cut of
poverty. however, such jobs do not likely provide
upward mobility for most recipients. For the most
part. welfare recipients might enjoy upward
mobility if they invest in their skills and education
or if growth in moderately skilled jobs increases
opportunities for the less-skilled



Table 8. Employment and Real Earnings Growth, Selected
industries, Los Angeles County, 19911998

1991-1998 1998
Employment Real Earnings Jobs
Growth Growth {1.000s}
% %

Al Industries o -1 4 3.947
Seiected Industries 16 3 849
Apparel Manufactunng 8 -G 110
Department Stores 10 -1 62
Food Stores 4 7 92
Restaurants and Bars 11 3 241
Hotels < 12 42
#rivate Households 37 3 2
Laundry Services & d 18
B3eauty Shops 3] -3 11
Huilding Services 20 0 30
Temporary Help 71 11 121
hursing and Personal Care 19 10 4
Home Heaith Care 116 -10 k)
hitd Care 39 9 13
Residential Care 15 2 16

Source. CES calcutations from Unemployment Insurance records provided

to CES by EDD
Note

Industries listed are those found by the Economic Roundtabie

to be most likely to employ weifare recipients in Los Angeles County.

Wages and Welfare Caseloads

The suzcess of welfare reform i promoting
employment and self-sufficiency depends not only
on the avalabiity of jobs accessible to weltare
recipents. but aise on the earnings the available
H ine earming power of welfare parents
18 fow. welfare programs will have difficulty moving
recipients off of cash assistance and towards seif-
sufficiency When ther polential earning power is

strong, parents are hikely 1o be more maotivated to

jobs Offes
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find and keep jobs.  Parents who cannot find
steady, full-time work paying wages much above
the minimum, however, will have limited incentives
1o leave welfare and will probably not be able tc
support thewr famiy at a level above the poverty
line if they do leave. Increases in the Caiifornia
minimum wage {o $6.25 in January 2001, and
$6.75 in January 2002, should help. but mimmum
wage workers will still have difficulbes supporting a
family at a level above the poverty line



Real wages have grown more siowly in
Los Angeles County than in the rest of the country
over the past decade. Because unemployment in
Los Angeles County has been consistently higher
than in other parts of the country since the early
19905, this is hardly surprising Fortunately.
wages 1in the iocal economy have begun to rise
recently as labor demand has increased and
unemployment has fallen (see Appendix Bj

Real wages for tigh school graduates and for
male Angelenos have risen in recen! years as
Figure 14 indicates Men's real wages have risen
more oramatically because the recent economic
expansion in Los Angeles County seems (o have
tavored the types of jobs men are more likely to
perform  Another reason men’s wages have risen
more gisckly thar women's wages is that women's
labor force participation has been rising at a faster
rate  When more women enter the labor force,
there = greater competition for jobs typically
pedormad by women, slowing the growth in real
Figure 15, the decline in

wages LS seen in

unemployment rates among men has been more
rapid than the decline rates among women.

Real wages for huigh school graduates have risen
in recent years, whereas wages for high schoal
dropouts have remained fairly flat in Los Angeles
County.  Flat wage growth for high schoo!
dropouts has occurred even though there have
been rapid declines in unemployment among high
school dropouts. Recent migration patterns have
reduced the supply of educated workers and
increased the supply of uneducated workers
Poputation estimates indicate that the Los Angeles
County labor force has become increasingly Latino
and decreasingly White due to the emigration of
young, White adults out of the County. as well as
the rapid migration of middie-aged Latinos into the
County, Given that the White youths migrating cut
of the Los Angeles County tend to be more
educated than the immigrants attracted to the
County, there is good reason to believe that the
supply of educated workers in the local economy
has declined in recent years.

Figure 14. Average Hourly Wages, Los Angeles County, 1992-1999
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The Los Angeles County trend in wages for
unskilied workers follows the national trend over
the past few decades of real wage growth among
more educated workers and fiat or even negative

real growth for less educated waorkers In
particular, the econcmy has increasingly rewarded
college-educated  workers for several reasons

First, they are more likely to have computer skills,
which are in ever-increasing demand. Second,
they tend to work in industries that do not compete
against firms in low-wage foreign countries  Third,
persons with less than high school education are
oftern immugrants who lack English skils vaiuable
to employers.

Figure 15. Unemployment Rates by Education and Gender, Los Angeles County, 1992-1999
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Impacts on the Working Poor

By requinng most aided adultls to  seek

employment, welfare reform causes an increase in

the supplhy of labor. which, by conventional
BCONOMC foge, should either mncrease
unemgpgloyrment depress  wages. or  both

Economusts do not expect the influx of welfare

T8CIDIE s the workforce to have significant
impacts on the labor market as & whole ”

However they do anticipate adverse impacts on
the ow- skilled workers competing with welfare

recipents

To what extent will the (abor supply increase result

e the  asplacement of other non-CalWORKs

1 ——8—— High School Graduates ‘

——#—Less Than High Schoal |

& - - Men L
[~ @ — Woamen
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workers and to what extent will it reduce wages?
Labor economists believe entry of welfare
recipients into the labor market will initially lead to
the displacement of other workers with similar
labor market characteristics. They predict weifare
recipients who succeed in finding jobs will usually
displace other less-skilled working women in the
early years after the labor supply increase Over
time, the displaced workers wilt find jobs and the
be felt in unskilled workers’

overall effect will

wages

There is some evidence that this may already be
happening. Current Population Survey data
mdicate that unemployment among femaie heads
of househoid has nsen, and that the wages of



female heads of housenold have declined relative
to those of other less-educated women. Although
the increasing labor force participation among
single mothers has increased ther unemployment
rate, i s iess clear whether it has reduced wages
far other less-educated women. If the single
mothers who recently began working have fewer
skills than thew counterparts with fengttier work
histories, this i itself would reduce average
wages withou! necessarily affecting the wages of
the women with longer work histories

Further research comparing the skills and wages
of former recipients to other single mothers could
clarfy this question. In the course of its research
an the GAIN welfare-to-work program. CES hopes
tc learn i greater detail about recipients’ and
ieavers empioyment characteristics.  Knowing
more about the jobs current and former welfare
recipients hold will help in identifying others with
whom they may be competing for work.  This
nformation will help us come to firmer conclusions
wage and displacement effects of

aboutl the

welfare reform

Work Participation and Earnings
of CalWORKs Recipients

The Federal Weltare Reform Act requires states to
ensure that at least 40 percent of aided parents
dunng 2000 are engaged in work or work-related
activities for at least 30 hours per week States
that fail 1o meel this goal. and that have not
accumulated sufficient credits for reducing their
welfare caseloads. face financial penallies. More
stringent are the Federal requirements regarding
two-parent households: states now need to ensure
that 90 percent of two-parent welfare families have
at least one parent workmg or participating in
welfare-to-work activities for a total of at least 35
hours per week. Meeting the iigh work
participation requirements for two-parent families
nas  been problematc; only 25 percent of
California two-parent famiies worked the required
famher o 1997, and. despite an
merease. only 38 percent met requirements in

hours n

i

"o

1998. The difficulty of meeting the two-parent
requirement has caused several states, inciuding
California, to establish separale, State-funded two-
parent programs that are not subject to the
Federal participation requirements ®*

Welfare-to-work activities encompass much more
than finding employment. Those welfare
recipients who cannot find jobs must participate in
the County's core employment program for
participants with 3 work requirement. The GAIN
program predates welfare reform by ten years,
and continues to assist recipients with job training.
job search. child care, and other services.

Welfare reform has dramatically increased the
numbers of participants served by the GAIN
program. Using a gradual phase-in process, GAIN
nas been able to enroll all those who are required
by law to participate in welfare-to-work activities
The County has also enrolled recipients who
voluntarily comply with weifare-to-work
requirements, and has begun o sanction
recipients who fail to meet their GAIN participation
requirements

L.abor Force Participation Among Single
Mothers

Singte maothers have rapidly joined the workforce
over the last decade. At the beginning of the
decade, married mothers were more likely to work
than were single mothers. Single mothers have
bpecome increasingly likely to work, while married
mothers’ likelihood of working has not significantly
changed (as seen in Figure 16). The trend began
to accelerate in 1995, several years prior (o the
implementation of welfare reform  Single-mother
employment has risen throughout the country. in
Los Angeles County, the increase since 1995 has
been even more dramatic, with the odds of a
single mother working increasing from one-in-two
to two-in-three.  Single mothers are now more
likely than their married counterparts to work



Figure 16. Employment Rates of Mothers, 1992-1999
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Although reai wages have continued to grow for
marmed maothers, they have been fiat for the iast
several years among single mothers. This
indicates that the labor supply increase has
oulpaced  the expansion in job  opportunities
accessible to single mothers If single mothers
behave as economusts would expect, they are
joining the labor force in response o incentives;
nowever n this case the single mothers are
ciearly not responding to wage growth  Thus, the
labor supply increase among single mothers would
appear t0 be a response 10 non-market incentives,
such as the incentives created by social policy
The mereased generosity of the E(TC has helped
make work more aftractive to relatively unskilled
workers  (described  above  in the  Policy
Envrocnment section) Welfare reform may &lso
have played a significant role, even though the
rend predates the passage of the Federal reform
bit Welfare-to-work programs like Los Angeles
County's GAIN progranms had been i operation

since the late 1980s. albeit with a much smaller
rmandatory population In addition, time-limited
welfare began to be discussed seriously Dy
Federal policymakers several years prior to official
approval of the reform package. It is possibie that
the ‘“announcement effect” of welfare reform
proposals helped accelerate the tendency of
single mothers to work.

The Labor Force Participation of Welfare
Recipients

The task of moving famiies from welfare to self-
sutficiency becomes more difficult as the caseload
declines as it has for severai years As adulls
with stronger employment skills and more work
mstory move into steady employment and off
weltare, the remaining families are longer-term
recipients with fewer employment skills and more
barriers to employment This may be one reason
why employment rates among aided welfare
recipients staved relatively flat over the perod



petween Aprid 1998 and Qctober 1999
Empioyment did increase among aided adults
overall  during  this  period—but  only from

30 percent to 32 percent, led by increases of just
over 2 percent among both men and women in
two-parent  families.  The  most  dramatic
development over this period was the success of
the Lus Angeles County DPSS in boosting the
proportion of aided adulls enrolled in welfare-to-
work actvities. Counting both employment and
welfare-to-work  together. participation increased
from 46 percent in Aprit 1898, to 64 percent n
October 1999 The most dramatic increases were
among women n single-parent families. primanty
single mothers

For the first 18 to 24 months of their welfare-to-
work participation (depending on when they began
receiving aid. as discussed previously), welfare
recipients meet their work reguirements
withou! actually securing employment. According
o their needs they may become involved in job
search activiies job tramning, short-term remedial
or other programs designed to help

can

education

them find or prepare for employment. Most
recipients without full-time jobs are inttially
channeled into the Job Club, a program that
involves motivational exercises, job-seeking skilis
training, and job search activities. Those who do
not find fuli-time work after three weeks of Job
Club are evaluated for skill deficits or other
barriers and may be channeled intc jop traiming
programs

Figure 17 illustrates these trends in employment
and welfare-to-work participation. The two bottom
stripes 0 the figure represent the proportions of
aided women in CalWORKs/FG cases who are
employed and not enrolied in GAIN, and who are
employed and also enrolled in GAIN, respectively.
Although the former shrank and the latter swelled
between 1998 and 1999, the total employment
among these women grew by less than
1.5 percent Likewise, the proportion nof
nonworkirig aided women remained roughly the
same, but more and more of them enrolied In
GAIN over this period.



Figure 17. Aided Female Adults in Single Parent Cases, Ages 20-59, Los Angeles County,
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it was not st among women in CalWORKs/FG
cases tnat GAIN enrollment chmped  Among all
aided adults the share of employed welfare
recipients who were enrolied in the GAIN program
mcreased rapdly over that time period  In Aprii
1998, only one i five working recipients were
enrolied i the GAIN program.  Eighteen months
later. one-half warking welfare parents were
enrofled GAIN. Working parents remain in
GAIN because they are not working enough hours
e meet work requirements. they are recewing
or they are receiving post-

~5
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n

suppoerive senvices
employment seruces

Mot onfy has GAIN participation increased among
working welfare recipients. but earnngs have also

a0

are

These
hecause

nereased arning  mncreases
SUTDINISING welfare recipients

reguired to spen:d more weekly hours working I

Ny

are

ran be seen that the aiready-employed adults on
welfare caselcads are making efforts 1o meet work

ax

1

requirements by ncreasing their work hours rather
than through other activities. such as job tramning
or job search.

The number of hours employed welfare recipients
are actually working i1s not known—but an
educated guess can be made. if an assumption s
made that working welfare parents ali earn the
California munimum wage, it can be inferred that
the average working CalWORKs mother spent 30
hours weekly at work during October 1999, and
the average working father spent 33 hours weekly
at work It s more realistic to assume that working
parents make wages in excess of the mimmum
wage and are probably working fewer hours oo
average than the first calcutation. Regardless o
the assumption about average wages earned by
recipients . the implication is that work hours have

heen on the rise.

it 15 atso worth noting that the share of aided
famiiies reporting some earnings rose during the



first year and one-half of welfare reform, from
28 percent in April 1998 10 30 percent in October
1693 Part of this increase came from new
employment among aided adults, but employment
among  unaided adulls whose mcomes  are
counted in the determination of case-level benefits
alsc appears toc have nsen This may, for
nstance, wndicate more  employment  among
undocumented (and. therefore. ineligibie) parents
whose children receive welfare

Tracking the Employment Experiences of
Recipients

Senous data i1ssues are & barrier 1o being more
informative and more definitive about the impacts
of CalWORKs on the employment of adult welfare
recipients.  Cntical job charactenstics, such as
hours and hourly wages, are tracked by GAIN
workers for GAIN participants. but hours and
wages for other employed participants do not
appear 10 be tracked ® With the administrative
data available 18 possible only to guess at the
propurtion of the caseload meeting requirements
by estimating hours worked based on reported
Only half of working welfare recipients
This proportion
1& months of

BAININQGS
are enrolled i the GAIN program
wereased rapidly over the first

welfare reform.  Because stable longer-term
workers are not well represented within GAIN. the
data denved from GAIN provides a biased picture
of the employment of welfare recipients. The lack
of hours, wage, and job characterstic data for
non-GAIN workers Iimits the ability to analyze the
employment of all recipients.

The Pasadena and South Family District Offices
handie about 8 percent of the total Los Angeles
County CalWORXs caseload, and data on those
families 1s currently unavailable. If the two offices
handled only a random selection of families. this
might not be especially problematic, but this 1s not
the case. CalWORKs cases handled by these
offices are different from cases for which data is
available throughout the time penod of this study.
Adult recipients handied by the Pasadena and
South Family offices are less likely to be employed
than are recipients at other offices.  Adults from
these offices are significantly more likely to be
enrolled in the GAIN program  Of ali adults from
the twa offices. 28 percent were enolled i GAIN
i April 1898 but only 225 percent of all other
aduits were enrolled mn GAIN



Income, Poverty, and Hardship

Wellars reform could affect the economic well-
being «f families 1 Los Angeles County in several
ways ftomight improve family well-being by
boosting the earnings or child support income of
custodial parents. or by increasing the proportion
of tamihes that are stable and headed by two-
parent:. On the other hand. familes 'n which
parents ncur sanctions for noncompliance with
program requirements, and teen parents who
forgu cash assistance rather than comply with the
requirement that they live with relatives are likely
o be worse off than they had been in the past.
This section asks how the plusses and minuses
halance out

Poverty Impacts Among
Recipients

For the purpeses of this report, being poor or fiving
in poverty means having a family income that falls
al or baelow the Poverty Thresholds established by
the United States Bureau of the Census. ™ For &
family consisting of one parent and two related
minor children the 2000 Poverty Threshold was
513,874 .67 Tne Poverty Threshoid does not take
e avoount assets (such as houses or cars) or
debts (hke studert ivans or credit card balances)
and s this section focuses strictly on family
ncome

it s important 1o be aware that most aided famities
conlinue to reman poor even after accounting for
cash and other nenefits  For example, in order to
begin receving cash aid in March 2000, a famity of
three could not nave a monthiy income exceeding
$793.00 which is anly 69 percent of the year 2000
rederal Foverty Threshold for a family of that size
A shghtsmprovement i this famiiy's income, either
througn addibona! earmngs of a changs o family
structure. hrings them closer to the limits of ther
When such famies eave

wedfare because they no longer quailfy for cash

venetits  ehgibnliy

tenefits due 1o therr highed income, the result s

ES

-~

that an ncreased proportion of the remaining
aided familes are in extreme poverty

in order to understand welfare reform impacts on
income and poverty, it would be ideal to take into
account the full package of support provided to
recipients. CalwWORKs families receive a cash
grant, Food Stamps benefits. subsidized school
meals. free health insurance coverage. and
income sources, such as unemployment benefits
or child support  Working recipients alsc have
earnings and are eligible for some income from
the EITC Some may also receiwve housing
subsidies  (As was true before welfare reform.
Catiforma does not reduce welfare farnilies’ cash
grants by a full dollar for every dollar earned  As
was noted previously, parents who are working at
iow wages and less than full-time have their grants
reduced siightly more under CalWORKs than had
beer the case under AFDC ) This combination of
aid and income sources helps recipients suppor
theu families The 1996-1988 California minimum
wage hikes and the more generous Federal EITC
have made it possible for a single parent with as
many as three children to be considered non-poor
if he or she works full-time and year-round at the
mikimum wage &

in addition to earnings, cash assistance, Food
Stamps and tax credits. poor families may rely on
other government programs such as subsidized
services The reform provides families with
services they might not have received in the pre-
reform world. Existing recipients now have
improved access (o child care, transportation. and
training services. The availability of these services
effectvely ncreases the mcomes of weltare
familles because recipients can use them and not
have 1o pay ow-of-pocket for them

There are also negative direct /mpacls caused Dy
immgrant restrictions, new polictes  sanctioning
parents, and family caps  Although the CFAF g
helping manyv immigrant families that intiatly lost



or became meligible for benefits under PRWORA,
restrictons on Food Stamps benefits have stil
made 1t more difficult for some immigrant parents
te support a family. Rising numbers of recipients
receive smaler checks when they are sanctioned
for fanure to follow new rules  The rather small
portiorr ot recipients who give birth while on
welfare do not receive any additonal cash benefils
13 cover the expense of another mouth to feed as
a resuil of the recently-enacted family cap policy--
Food Stamps  and Medi-Cal are  however,
available for these children. The 60-month Iifetime
hmit o CalWQORKs receipt by adults  also
threatens same families, but none will reach that
limit before 2003

The income and poverty status of welfare families
were tracked over the first 18 months of reform i
was observed that, over the April 1998 to October
1999 time period ™ the share of welfare families
suftering from extreme poverty (with family income
peiow 50 percent of the Federal Foverty
Threshold) held relatively steady (see Figure 18)
Oridy a shightty higher proportion of aided families
were living n extreme poverty in October 1994
than in April 1998 Extreme poverty increased
phmanly among families without fuli-time working
adults.  Aided single-parent families are more
ikaly to be headed by non-working parents  The
proporion of single-parent welfare famities ving in
extreme poverty rose shightly, from 22 percent to

I 23 percent over the initial 18 months of retorm

Figure 18. CalWORKs Families in Extreme Poverty, Los Angeles County, 1998-1999

- -—o— Smgle Parent

1 7 ‘ !
| —— Two-Parent

Pereentisge Pairenie Povert,

(e

Apr Yol Oct 1998 Apr 199y Oct 1999

Snrce. Los Angeles County administrative wellare recorads

Note: Edreme poverty rate s the proporhon of famiies with less than 50 percent of the resources defined o be
sufficent for a family of this particular size. The cash grant. Food Stamps, earnings and other unearned income
are: counted towar the family's mcome  The necessary resources are defined as the Federal poverty ling for
paricular vear  Caleulations exclude famihes registered in the Fasadena and South Family offices that
sonvers o s new database system over this time periog

: . . hours rather than an increase i the likeithood of a
Twao-parent famities have boosted thes earnings ) ]
wellare parent to be working. In particular two-

over the first 18 months of reform This increase )
parent famibes have been more successful at

N earnings represents an ncrease o working



earning more than $1.000 monthly  Their poverty
rates have dechned over the early months of
reforny as a result of this greater work effort and

higher earnings

Although poverty has decreased among recipients
aver the utial 18 months  of reform  (see
Figure 19} there s not much known about poverty

irends among welfare mothers prior to the
implementation of welfare reform in Los Angeles

County. The impact of welfare reform on
reciplents’ families can be better understood by
cxamining  administrative  records  on family
moomes  from the  peniod  prior to the

implementation of welfare reform.

Figure 19. CalWORKs Families in Poverty, Los Angeles County, 1998-1999
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ine Federal government annually determines the isvel of income necessary 16 sustain a family of a giver

sizee, Families with total ncomes below this levet are considered to be living in poverty; the poverty rate 15 the
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In the calculatons made for this report. a family's cash welfare grant

Food Stamps, eamings, and other unearned income are counted toward the family's total income. Calculations
exclude families served by DPSS offices that converted to the new LEADER case management system during

this time period

Economic Hardship Among
Recipients

Foverty rales nave been falling among curren:
CalWORKs recipients, however, it does not follow
tat &if current and former recipients are hetter nH

anddezr eform. The average CalWORKs family s
poor s sad oot o Tive are extremely poor owiih

percent of the poverty leve
Aithougn CalWORKs  artempts to help
cape with the hardships they are expenencing and

participants

monmes  ar S0

tamihies

hecome  seif-suffient  many have

difficully making ends meet, feeding therr familes,
and paying for rent and utilities.

it was noted earlier that program changes,
particularly sanctions and time limits, might cause
some CalWORKs families to be worse off in the
nast-reform world,  Here data s examined to
determine whether hardship might have become
more pronounced among recipients

mace (o see i

An

attemp!  was CaWORKs

participants were able to pay utdlity bilis and if they
had to rely on others for help when they had no
research conducted by CES

Mgy Survey



shows that although most families were able to
pay theirr electricty Dbills—did not have a
disconnection  during  the previcus year— 16
percent did have their electricity disconnected (see
Appendix A for details on the survey). This clearly
affected their quality of ife and their ability to work
cock,  store  food, or  heat their homes
Respondents alse expenenced hardships paving
for cther bills  Moreover, two-thirds of the sampts
had to ask reiatives or friends for heip

In  orger 10 address economuc  hardships
experienced by CalWORKs families the abilily to
meet basic needs. such as being able to buy food
was exarmined. Data from a 1997 survey indicate
that 20 percent of Americans living in familes had
effectively run out of food recentiy.  About half of
those in the fow-income families who participated
in this survey reported naving had times when
they were either short of food or worried that they
would soon be.  As those who conducted the
survey sbserved, "Limited buying power produces

uncertainty  about-—and interruptions  in—the
availability of food  These situations heighten
stress and can cause hunger of even oo

nutntion

CES nas lad the groundwork for monitoring
hardship among Los Angeles County recipients by
surveying CalWCORKs participants about whether
ey want hungry on some occasieon during the
previous year because they were not able to buy
food. The 1999 paseline survey results indicale
that one-third of welfare families surveyed had
gone hungry in the past year {1998) As the effor
to monitor hunger among CalWORKs recipients
continues 1t wil be possible {0 assess the
impacts of reform on hardship over the early vears
of weltare reform

Housing Instability
O improve
thetr increased

housing instatxihity for low ncome families”  Hae
there been an merease o the number of peopls

Has weliare reform enabled pecpie

housing  conditions o has 4

who are homeless or living in sheiters, who are
gvicted. who have 0 move to lower quality
nousing. who have to double-up. who ask for
nousing assistance and apply for pubic housing?

The economic well-being of CalWORKs families
partly depends on therr abitity to find subsidized,
shared. o otherwise affordable housing. It s
possible that welfare reform might affect existing
recipients’ housing quality and stability if reform
changes their cash resources directly affecting
their housing budget or indirectly affecting their
housing  benefits. Alternatively, changes in
housing quality might shed light on the types of
recipients remaining on the welfare rolls.  For
example, if subsidized housing reduces work
ncentives for recipients. an increase in the portion
of the caseload in subsidized housing might be
observed Or. if family support systems are
important 1 easing a mother's passage into the
workforce, a decrease in the number of families
living in extended-family households might be

observed

Housing s the most significant component of the
family budget for many low-income families” ' The
United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development “Fair Market Rent” of $782 for a two-
pedroom  apartment in Los Angeles County
exceeds the cash welfare payment for a non-
working single parent with two children.”™

The housing expenses for welfare families vary
substantially depending on whether families pay
markel rent, live in public housing projects. receive
Federal housing assistance, or share housing with
others ° One in seven Los Angeles County
welfare families are fortunate to receive housing
assistance in the form of a pubiic housing unit or
Federal Housing and Urban Development "Section
8" subsidized housing.  Housing benefits are
ationed, ang Los Angeles County area applicants
rust spend an estimated 36 months on a waiting
st pnor o admission 1o public housing, and

Section & vouchers. '

b

54 months  waiting  for
Although public housing projects are often located



N blighted newghborhoods, these benefits free-up
mcome (¢ be spentin other ways

A study of wellare recipients in several United
States cihes found that famies Iwving 0 public
nousing projects come ciosest o meeling ther
expenses By contrast, weltare famihes hving i
private. unshared housmng, faced the largest gap
hetween income and expenditures. Most families
without housing assistance adapted by lving in
below-average housing. ©r by shanng housing
with relatives, friends, or domestic partners. Due
1o then himited resources, welfare tamilies tended
to ive in cheaper housing in neighborhoods with a

rmgh concentration of poverty
The stability of Los Angeles County
welfare recipients was measured n two different
ways  Fustom the 199% survey CES conducted in
CalWORKs offices. it was found that 41 percent of
the respondents had moved within the last year
& rate  of
alty when compared (0 Amercan

foausing

This housing

suggests vary  high

Hstabiiity e
famifies . general roughly one-sixth o who are

hikedy to mova i any gIvern year

Secoad. housing  stabllity  was  measured by
monitoring  address  changes among  welfare
families 1 was found that 14 percent of recipients
who were on oaid in Apnl 1898 and remained on
Al October 1998 nad changed addresses (an
annuahzed rate of 26 percent). For those on aid
netween  (Cotober 1998 and  Aprit 1998 the
annuaized mowving rate was 23 percent, and fo
those on ad petween Aprid 1999 and October
1989, the annualized moving rate was 24 percent
In each penond. no more than 1.5 percent moved

maore than ancs

overstated  the

first

The opthn rone

CalwORKs

Lacauss i

housing  mstability

putshicn's

rehed o0 the responses of recipents
ancountered o0 CalWORKs offices
anphcants and cecpents needing special attention:
found in the CalWORKs

offices than ey oia represemed ir Lhe general

Since new

are more thely 1o e

CalWORKs population, the moving rate that was
measured may have been biased upwards. The
second method, on the other hand, may have
understated the number of moves by this
population. because addresses in the caseload
system thal the data were drawn from are noi
upoated automatically when a family moves
What the two sets of estimates suggest. however
are that the CalWORKs families move more
frequently than the average American family, and
that the implementation of CalWORKs does not
increased their propensity 1o

appear to have

[NDve

A study conducted 1n 1998 found that in
Los Angeles County, four of everv thousand

current TANF recipients were in emergency of
temporary housing 7 Researchers in several
states have found increases in homeless persons
seeking shelter following welfare reform.

CalWORKs  offers & Homeless Assistance
Program to CalWORKs partcipants who  are
hometess and have less than $100 in cash or
other liquid resources The assistance may be
maoney for temporary shelter or money to help with
move-in costs to a permanent housing  unit
Families can get this aid only once in g lifeime,
with socme exceptions (such as homelessness
caused by domestic violence by a spouse or the
house hecoming inhabitabie because of an
unusual and sudden circumstance, such as fire or

naturai disaster;

The total number of CalWORKs participants
requesting aid from the CalWORKs Homeless
Assistance Program increased from 375 requests
i January 1998 o 456 requests in September
1999  The peak months for requesting assistance
were September and October 1998 and August
1999 Figure 20 shows that the number of
approvale for assistance 1s much lower than the
number  of requests, but the percentage cf
approvale tas increased from 59 percent at the
74 percent at the end of

seqinning of 1998, o



1989 reducing the gap between thase asking for
assistance and those receiving it

Additionally. findings using DPSS date show that
those in need of assistance due 0 homelessness

Figure 20. Number of Requests
Homeless Assistance Program, 1998-1999
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have increased since the beginning of 1998,
despie the decrease in the CalWORKs caseload
in addition, the fraction of applications that were
approved increased from 59 percent in January
1998 t¢ 74 percent in September 199%
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Source  DafWORKs Homeless Assistance Program Monthly Staustical Report

stated the rumbes ol faimibes
requesting homeless assistance s not very larye
There are reasons these numbers are small which
do necessarily mean that CalWORKs
participants are not facing housing problems  The
number of families applying for assistance may he
imited because of the program's reguirements
The program offers help only once some
families who are having nousing probiems do nof

e
1

previously,

ot

S0

apply hecause they are no longer ehgibie (they

recerved dl wroe: and other famies in neeg do

not apety ardl they fes!l I ae thelr last chance
Addtiorally helps those who are

already  homeless—that requier

thwe program

N

1S Wl o

permarnen place to hve-—hut not hose who have

difficulties meeting their rent or are in the process
of becoming homeless

of famibes seeking housing

assistance has increased even while the total
number CalWORKs cases has declined.
Hausing area should be carefully
rmonitored  because 1l such a basic need
However neither the current data nor studies
comparnng  homelessness among current  and
formmer recipients show @ significant effect  of

The number

of

s an that

1=

. e
welfare refarm on homeiessness

Al present extremely littie 15 known about trends
1y the Los Angeles County homeless population
Measurement of the homeless population s
difficult and most estimates are very imprecise. A



report that includes data collected by the Mayor's
Office of the City of Los Angeles noted &
13 percent increase in 2000 compared to 1999 of

famiies  for
The report stated that some famiies

requests by emergency housing
assistance
were bemng tumed away, and predicted that, “With
the upcoming wellare cuts and housing coste
nsing. the increased popuiation seeking these
services will nise dramaticaliy *™7

Although the size of the jccal homeless population
information  regarding  the
charactenstics of  the homeless  populaticn
natonwide 15 available. A 1992 swdy by the
Urban nstitute® found that about two-thirds of tie
homeiess are single men, bul that the majonty of

15 not known

romeless families are headed by women.”’ Many
i those homeless are chronically
menialy il have substance abuse problems. are
selerans. or have been in abusive relationships ™
increases  the  threal  of

who  are

Domestic violence

romeiessness for welfare recipients and 15 3
comman cause of homelessness among women,
22 percent of homeless parents 1y a 1988 sty
reported ther last place of residence
because of domestic violence  “in absence of
TANF nenefits, women who expenence domestic
ncreased  nsk of

leaving

violence e at  an
homelessness or compelled to live with a former

or current abuser to avert homelessness ™

may

Althouah recent data indicate that homelessness
continues {o be relatively rare among families-—n
= 199¢ survey, 15 percent of chents served by
romeless agencies were families with children® -
most tamibes who become homeless are singie
mathes often
former welfare recipients  in fact. cne study found
that o 1696 52 percent of families whoe wer:

neacded tamibies and current i

being  asmisted by homeless  agences  had

receive ! casn welfare payments in the past 20

Jaye " Aithough researchers m oiner states have
homeless persons
reform
compdre homelessness among current and forme
show tile eftfect of

found  creases SEekir]

sheller following  welfare studies  that

recipients benefd loss on

homelessness ™ It would appear from available
research that welfare reform is not expected
have a measurable 1impact on homelessness n
Los Angeles County

Poverty Impacts in the Low-

Income Population

Althiough existing recipients do not appear to have
suffered negative impacts in ther economic well-
peing. weifare reform does potentially affect those
who are eligible, but not receiving benefits. The
evaluation effort must focus on welfare-ehgible
famities, not just current recipients. It current
recipients were the sole focus. then the effects
reform s having on ehgible parents who are not
applving for weifare due to the new restnctions
would not be seen

The model single parent who does not receive
welfare can still bring her family income above the
Federal Poverty Threshold by working This
parent has fewer economic resources than her
counterpart who receives welfare, unless she is
working fuli-time at & wage of nearly $2.00 hourly

isee Fugure 21)

The new pohcies might deter poor families from
applying for weltare benefits or encourage them to
ieave the weilfare rolls withoul having secured
adequate employment or some other means of
support.  The new work requirements and time-
limied benefits may discourage eligible parents
irom receiving  welfare The reforms were
ntended, in part, to make welfare-eligible parents
for go pubiic support and rely on the labor market
tor ther hivelihood.  The well-being of weilare-
ehmble parents would improve if the parents.
encouraged by the reforms, find steady work
and obtain employment at o
Those

uparade ther skills
fevel with  self-sulficiency
weifare-rehant parents who do not or cannot adap!
o nese ways, and who are not exempted by the
welfare agency because of age disability, or
anciher concdderation. will be more impovenshed
thar under pre reform policies.

consisten'



Figure 21

Single-Mother Headed Family of Three income With and Without CalWORKs,
as Percentage of Federal Poverty Threshold, March 2000
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Souvice CES calculations based on CalWwORKS, Food Stamps and Federal tax palicy

tNote

"No Work” categores receive Food Stamps and (for the “CalW(ORKs-Aided”) cash assistance.
represent a model single-parent farmily with two children.

The "Not CalWORKs-Aided” cateqory represents familes who recewve no cash welfare  Families n the

Calculations

come includes CaMWORKs. Food Stamps, and the

EITC, less income and payroll taxes, in Fiscal Year 1999-2000 Focd Stamps calculations assume that families
have $150 in excess monthly housing costs (relative to Fond Stamps standards) and that full-time workers have

$150 in monthty chitd care expenses (375 tor half-time workers )

Another form of IMPAact—-eCconomi
repercussions—is the least direct and operates
through labor and consumer markets To the
welfare-gligible  parents  are

tabor thezy

exten! that
participating more 0 the market,
ncrease the supply of iabor and. i parbicular

relatively unskillec labor By mcreasing the labor

supply. the-  nolioes tend te: nerease
anemplayment  any those  comipeung o

unskified  Jobs and put downward pressure on

wages tor unskidled wobs paying maore than the

THNITRET wage  Economic repercussions  oisc

taxe place through consumer markels ¥ on an

average welfare reform reduces famity incomes

then parents will have lese 1o spend al looca

hbusinesses. When shop owners sufier decreased
demand for their goods and services. this
reverberates  through the local  economy
generating lower incomes for shop owners and
thenr employees

Poverty Trends

Tre rate of poverty has peen falling nationwide
trcughout the decade.”” with the bulk of the
decline in poverty predating the implementation of
The clearest indications from
availanie  data  suggest that the deciine n
Los Angeles County poverty started iater than the
sational tend ™ This is not surprising because the
incal economy rebounded from recession several

welfare reform




vears after the national economy begain IMproving
Local poverty began to decline shortly after the
gconomy began to create jobs in 1995 Poverty
amoeng families headed by single mothers dechned
from 48 percent in 1995 to 38 percent in 1998 (see

Figure 12}

The Chidren's Defense Fund (CDF)Y reports thas
the number of families iiving in extreme poverty
noraased significantly between 1996 and 1997, as
did the number of children fiving n extreme
poverty ™ After accounting for TANF ang Food
Stamp programs. and despite the strong economy,
CDF reported an ircrease of almost 26 percent
among children in extrerme poverty in 1997  CDF
attrivuies this ump o welfare reform  and
partcularly  with the dechne in Food Stamps
participation that has accompanied welfare reform
Navonaily, the rate of Food Stamps participation
ithat s the percentage of eligible persons who are
receviag the nenefity dropped from 71 percent in
19894 1 58 percent in 1998, with almost all of the
drop corming n 1996 and later years & Food
Stamps parhopetior has declined natonalty 1
part because of changes to the program mandated
by PRWORA i 1896, particularly the provisions

prmiung the ehgibility of immigrants and of able-
boded adults without dependents.  Most Food
Stamps recipients are in families that recewve
welfare 0 California in 1998, 71 percent of those
recewving Food Stamps also received CalWORKs
assistance * Despite the apparent correlation with
welfare reform, the relationship between caseload
decline and Food Stamps nonparticipation has
beer shown to be weak.™

Recent national research on the income impacts
of welfare reform indicates that welfare-eligible
parents are relying more on the labor market and,
among those who are not on welfare, are more
likely to nve with nonmarital domestic partners &
Single-mother headed family incomes have risen
shghtiv overall, but incomes among the poorest
single-mather headed families have fallen slightly.
Most single mothers nationally are slightly better
off bhecause they are working more and because
the: Federal EITC has been made more generous
However, about one n five of those leaving
welfare have neither a job nor a working spouse i
n s these famibes that are most at risk of
cortimung to ive in poverty.



Figure 22. Poverty Among Single-Mother Headed Families, 1992-1999
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Al present poverty seems to be falling. An
econumic recession, lagged welfare poticy effects,
or other policy changes could cause ths trend to
reverse ot was known that poverly in Los
Angeles County was increasing, that would not
necessanly mean that the cause 1s welfare policy
Wettare limits make single parents more
dependent on the labor market Welfare reform
was enacted at a ime of unprecedented economic
growth, which seems to have encouraged single
If and when

time

parents 1o rely on the iabor market
s growth slows o reverses. an increase in the
number of single parents using welfare and

weifare recipients

I Los Angeles

decrease m the number of

maving welfare could be expected
County wers 1o fall o recession, it would be
Afficub

SCONOMy D0

distngush hetween the effect of the

: .

poverty and the effect of policies

o

as welfare time g, on poverty

Fovery calculations are based on total family incoms incluchng earmings . Food Stamps. housing benefits

In addition te earnings. family size affects poverty
rates in the post-reform world, Larger families
tend to have more difficulty meeting basic needs
than do smalier families. The more chiidren in a
family. the greater the family's expenses for food
and for shelter, The proportion of families with five
~r more members has risen from 20 percent to
26 percent of the welfare caseload during the
mutial 18 months of reform It seems more
plausibie that these changes represent changes in
the types of famibes who are using welfare or who
are having more difficulty leaving the welfare
systen;, rather than new births,

It makes sense that larger famiies have difficulty
laving the welfare system because they face
rugher work-related costs  particutarly for child
in addition the parents must work longer
at higher wages to support their large

fymilies



Food Stamp Receipt

The Food Stamps program, designed {0 help iow-
income families (below 130 percent of Federal
poverty sevel buy food, offers couponsrelectrome
cards  excnangeable for food Food  Stamps
caseisads have dechned aimost as fast as the
dechnes o cash assistance  caseloadds
Researchers from the Urban Institute report nat
the deciines n Food Stamps program participation
may eflect both dechines o program entnies and
increase w program exits
nave affected program entry, if reforms designed
ty divert famiies from entenng cash assistance
Have  aiso  diverted them from Food Stamps
participation ™ Decline due to program exit may be
in part due o the strong economy, or due o the
Federal reform's explict desigr ¢ cut back trhe
Food Stamps program, but other factors must aise

ne contrbuting to this drop.™

Deching Food Stamps caseioads. togather with
the reduction of welfare caseloads, s a concern
because former welfare recipients typically move
nto obs that pey too dittle te bring therr famile:s
ahove 130 percent of the Federai povery leve
(FPL Famibes are  either having
essng Food Stamps benelfits or do not wan! to

froubie

ace
use them

1997 Natonal  Survey  of
Amenca’s Familes  (NSAF a  nationally
representative sampie that over-represents 1ow-
income tamilies). two-thirds of famiiies ieaving the
Food Stamps program were stll ehgible The xey
question is why they are not using avalable nelp

According  to the

The Usban instiute studied a group of farmies
receving Food Stamps at some point between
19495 and

Ofthe €7 milhion famibes with

one-third jeft the Food

jas)

srogiam e the they  were
ad TAs expected, famibes that ceased
using Food Stamps averaged higher earnings and
noomies Man hose who were st receving Food

Stamps They were also more hkebe to be White,

Welfare reform may

have married adults. and have at least one full-
time earmer "' Of those leaving Food Stamps use,
G2 percent were never on welfare compared to
41 percent of current Food Stamps recipients.
Gne-third of Food Stamps leavers had aiso left
welfare. compared to 11 percent of current Food
Stamps recipients

A striking finding is that former welfare recipients
left the Food Stamps program at higher rates than
famies that had not been on welfare, and the
greatest differences were at the low end of the
income distribution. Overall, 62 percent of former
welfare recipients left the Food Stamps program
versus 46 percent of non-welfare famihes For
those with incomes bhetow 50 percent of the
poverty levet 45 percent of former welfare famihes
stopped using Food Stamps, versus 23 percent of
rnon-weifare families.  Regardless of whether
farmhes had been on welfare or not, about two-
trirds of those leaving Food Stamps were still
eligible on the basis of their incomes. Only
4% percent of former welfare recipient families who
were still eligible for Food Stamps were using

them

Why do families leave the Food Stamps program?
The study conducted by the Urban Institute™®
reports that most families say that it 1s because of
ncreased earnings or a new job (62 percent for
non-welfare tamilies and 72 percent for former
welfare families). It is possible that some welfare
leavers assume they no longer qualify for Food

Stamps. while others choose not to use the
program Another reason for leaving Food

Stamps 1s the hassie and administrative problems
associated with Food Stamps. Among the poorest
ot families (those below 50 percent of the FPLj,
hetween 7 percent and 32 percent left Food
Stamps because of the administrative procedure
Only between 7 percent and 8 percent say they
ieh Food Stamps because they do not want or
15-17 percent report other

newd them. and
30y

B
FESGRONS T



Despte the fact that many families were leaving
the Food Staimps program. @ considerable number
of them felt msecure apout ther ability tc pay for
wo-thirgs of leavers reported some difficuity

felale

afioriong ool one-third reported severe
difficoities
Wy former welfars jecpients defl the Fooud

Stamps program at @ higher rate than non-welfare

farmihes s sl an gpen gueston. 1t s not likely

that the past thes
The fransiion

wiitie an wetfare.

eived ad n
stigma

they have r

would feel a
fProces
the casewocrker ensured that they received Food
that

arealer
s may cause this decline
Stamps. now they mus! take care  of
procecure on thelr own reporting monthly mcome
changes to the County by mail. Regardiess of the
reasons for @aving. these former welfare famihes
are oinng the group of working poar. which has
histonically had low ievels of participation (v the

Food Stamps program

POt Stamps receipt o each month following
departure from aid was examined for ail famiies
that left CalWwORKs and stayed off for at least one
month after a specific inigh month. Despite the
cdd ok of Figure 25 what was found was very
in the month they teft CalWORKs,
vver B percent of jeavers were covered by the
Food Stamps program. Just two months later, the
rate of Food Stamps receip! plummeted 1o roughiy
During 1998 many of the leavers stil!

consistent

15 percent

received Food Stamps in their first month off aid
Changes in the way Food Stamps were handled
meant that for the months in 1999, receip! plunged
1 under 10 percent for the maonth after leaving,
bt rose again to roughly 15 percent in the
iolowing month.  Still, after four months. only
abaut 8 percent of leavers were still recewing

Food Stamps. This is the pattern for
CalWORKs/FG cases; the pattern tor

CalWORKs/U cases 1s almost identical

Among clizens who received CalWORKs. it is
ikely that most will remain eligible for at least
some amount of Food Stamps  after leaving
CalWORKs, even if they leave having exceeded
CalWORKs income ceilings Because Food
Stamps ehgibility ends at 130 percent of the
Federal Poverly Threshold while CalWORKs
eligibility ends at roughly 120 percent of the
Paverty Threshold . it is possible that many leavers
will not be eligible for more thar a few dollars
worth of Food Stamps. However, most leavers do
not  exceed income ceilings before leaving.
Leavers do seem to be cutting ties with the welfare
office. Al the same time, the continued high
elqibility for Med)-Cal indicates some willingness
o covperate with the welfare office for continued
medical coverage. Maintaining Food Stamps
eligibility requires however, and
welfare recipients repeatedly point to the use of
Food Stamps at the grocery store as one of the
most stigmatizing aspects of being on welfare

more work,



Figure 23. Food Stamp Receipt After Leaving CalWORKs/FG, 1998-1999
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Families and Children

Health Insurance

v e years @inoce the passage of welfare reform
e ranks of those withoul private or government
supponted health coverage have been growing ¥
weltare reform nas had a role in declining heaith
care coverage s not entirely clear what that roie
has been  In the past welfare recipients were
automaticaily etigible for Medicaid, the government
heatth care program tor low income peopie.m
Though the passage of PRWORA means that
some families who would have received cash and
in the past are no tonger eligible, Congress took
sleps 10 ensure thal Medicaid coverage would
continue 1o be at ieast as widely avaidable as it had
been i1 the past | PRWORA not only attermnpts
1 presarve Medicaid access, it aise allows states
The Califorrua Legistature
Medicaid

w0 oexpand coverage
i espantd coverage Californiz's
programe-—Medi-Cat-1 more generous than the
‘ covers,  for  example
women and infants i
twice as high as the
poverty line, regardiess of assets ©  The
Chiidren’s Health Insurance Program 1s & recent
effort o supplement Medicaid with  chid-only
coverage tor families with incomes below 200
percent of the Federal poverty ine, 1 50 percent
above each state's Medicad limits, whichever is
highes The Healthy Families program s
Califorrua’s version. covering childrer in famiiies
with mcomes oo migher than 250 percent of the
proadened

A3
naticnal  average. It
famiies  vath

Federal

pregnam

neomes w1

poverty line " Welare reform nas
eligithty for government heaith care benefits. and
SO angnt D raasonabiy expected that maore
famiies would e 1aking advantage of them oot
SEUSESURSRTISTN RIS R A - H0

the evid

The growth in the numbers of the uninsured since
the last recession appears unrelated (0 empioyer
generostly.  since  employer-provided  coverage
rates have risen over this period. Individuals have
become iess likely to purchase private policies on
ther own or {0 receive military-related coverage.
More importantly, over the same period, Medicaid
has been covering a smaller portion of the
population  Since 1994, Medicaid coverage has
beern falling nationwide for men women. and
children regardless of race  For women, the
decine in Medicaid coverage began earlier, as
early as 1991 among African American women. '™

The data collected for this report indicate that
Medicaid coverage of local children was
somewhat higher than the national average during
the entire 1992-1999 period (see Figure 24} In
1962, coverage was similar to  the natonal
average but below the California average. and the
same was true in 1999. During the first half of the
decade there was an increase In the number of
families and children receiving Medicaid.  This
followed policy changes in Medicaid coverage,
specifically expansion in the coverage of poor
pregnant women and chiidren.'®” In the mid-1990s
the percentage of families and children covered by
Medicard began to decrease. returning to the
levels of the early 1990s.

There appears to have been a substantial post-
1998 upswing in the number of non-CalWORKs
children covered by Medi-Cal in Los Angeles
County A comparison of April 1998 and April
1994 caseiocad data shows an 8 percent increase
in Medi-Cal coverage of children (from 809,594 to
893 912y bul a 42 percent increase 1 coverage
among children from fzmilles not currently aided
under Calw ORKs (from 301 258 to 428.986) '™



Figure 24. Children Covered by Medicaid. 1992--1999

-

GEe

i

Toeniape af ¢ odnl

i
g
-

i

3 O ——— e J—

PUUD {983 1994 19us

1996

1497 (995 1999

Sores

Figure 25 Uninsured Children, 19921999

? [0 - R e e e

Cure2nt Population Survey Outgoing Rotations Fie 1992-1988; March Current Population Survey 1999

|—e—1 A
——CA
| —— UiSA

ENERE O

ISR R 1 ¥ 141

Medca.

covered aboul one-quaner o

Aogeime chiddren. and another  one nalf

Lovered

WEFE

by private and emplover-provided heaith

COVSB B

ane-gquarter of  Angehino

o
f

ot

karaed

A ORI

i

IR

iackerd nealin

msurance coverage of ¢

[

307

Dronmo thes 19008 a2 gradual increase n the

i b
DoCchairen

wimsured orourred

al the

wih

L0 UGy 19949

utatior Survey Outgoing Rotations File 1992- 1943 March Current Population Survey 1999

State and naucnal levels. In Los Angeles County,
the same trend was clearest after 1997 at the
same time Medi-Cal coverage was declining (see

Sigure 25)

Thers are 3 number of reasons why health care
coverage, :n general. and Medicaid, in particuiar,



hiave peen falling an recent years  Welfare and
Medicand caseloads were already falling when the
Federa woifare law was enacted.  As welfare
negan 1o fall in 1995, so too dig
These changes in the leve:

backdrop of

caselcads
Medicad enroliment
of coverage ook place agamnst a
e qrowth and low unemployment,

dirnent ol individuals in Medi-Cal and Medicaid

ow

can b dus o g vanety of regsons, such as lack of
knowiedge about program  eligibiity among the
working poor. when they are no longer receiving
awd. and fear of consequences of enrclling thewr
iegal prmigrant anildren among immigrant parents

due to changes in the welfare reform

Changes in Medicaie engibiity and the delinking of
cash Medicawd have
encouraged conunued Medicald coverage among
Instead, it Is observed that
increased. at least

welfare  and shound
families and children,
Medwsd coverage has not
througs 1998 nor has private heaith insurance
coverage, The extent to which Californmia famibes
are bemng informed about their eligibiity for Meds
Geatoand Healthy Families s clearly & topie for

Turther inguiry

Medi-Cal Receipt for Post-CalWORKs Families

PRWGRA modified Section 1831(b) of Title XIX of
the Social Securty Act the law  establishing
Medimaid severing the automatic hnk 1o Medicaid
for weifare families and potentially expanding
eigility With the new law. anyone who would
have et the requirements in effect m 1998 for
AFIDC s now ehgible for Medicaid.  in some
states.  eligility was  extended o low-intome
familes with higher incomes than were allowed
standaros Section 14931(h) aisu
we years of transibonal Med-Can

under  AFG

Droviges up e

SAMINLS NCRESE above wncome

COVETage whien

ners Wik A delay nomplementing

wven though it necame sffective

w California Department of

GAEDUEY

(UDHE delayed ssuing guidance
aAetermining ehgibibty for Section

Wothe counties e

1931(p). and instead mstructed them not to
terminate Medi-Cal coverage for families leaving
welfare, pending the development of specific
criteria, The result was that over 250,000

CalWORKs leavers accumulated in the sc-called
"Edwards Hoid" Medi-Cal category.

in September 1998 CDHS ssued a letter

providing procedures for Section 1931{b) eligibility
determination COHS instructed counties to send
redetermination forms to all Edwards Hoid Medi-
Cal eligibles, terminate eligibility tc those who did
not respond, and review eligibility for those who
didd respond before the end of April 1899, moving
the lingering cases out of the Edwards Hold by
May 1999

Based on prior experience, the State Legisiative
Analyst's Office predicted that only a small
proportion of Edwards Hold eligibles would remain
cn Medi-Cal after the redetermination process.
This 1s consistent with research from other states
Recent research conducted in Caiifornia and four
other states found that many families who left
welfare did not maintain their Medicaid health
coverage '° Most families in the Edwards Hold
caseload would likely still be eligible for Medi-Cat
benefits, but only 15 percent of post-AFDC
families had previously made use of transitional
Medi-Cal prior to the Edwards Hoid was that
counties did not have Edwards Hold beneficiaries’
current addresses or phone numbers '

Figure 26 shows what is happening with Medi-Cal
coverage over tme for those who leave
CalWORKs Data are presented for those who lefi
CalWORKs i April and October 1898 and for
those who left in Aprit 1989, For those leaving
CalWORKs  in Aprii 1888,  approximately
85 percent  continued  fo receive  Medicad
coverage after the first month of leaving, and

atmost 80 percent still had coverage after
tern manths A sudden drop occurred 11 months
iater i February 1999, after which only about

7z percent continued to be enrolled.  In early

1994 the County implemented the State's 1931(b)



guidetnes and those who had been covered by
the Edwards Mold and did not respond to letters
regarthing  reestabhshment of  eligibtity  stopped
werage. Those whe left CalWORKs in

fea

1V NG

October 1988 also had a sharp dechne n
February 1989 and  ther  stabilized a2t abow

e ey

fhose teaning i April 1999 evidenced a sieep
drog i coverage after five months since leaving
LalWORKs  Tne {fall-off for Aprif 1999 leavers was
naher than among the earlier cohorts of
feaver~  Of those teaving in Aprit 1988 73 percent
rernamed covered a year later, but only 66 percent
of the Aptil 1994 teavers were stili covered after
onty £ months Later months were examined i
TH94 gt snown; and similar patterns were found
What  sses s that those expeniencing the long-

mach

Figure 28,
1998-1999

term Edwards Hold realized that they were eligible
to maintain Medi-Cal on an ongoing basis. and
eventually acted to do so. Those leaving after the
implementation of 1931(b) did not bave a long
hoid period, and many, perhaps out of ignorance,
dit not choose to continue their coverage

For the first few months after leaving the
percentage cof ieaver families covered 1s still quite
migh, reflecting the Edwards Hold grace period.
When the tme comes for parents to reestabiish
eligibility to keep their coverage. the percentage of

those who continue in Medi-Cal drops. It is likely

that some have found coverage from other
sources, like domestic or marital partners. or
employers.  Most of those who lose coverage,

however, are probably left uninsured

Percentage of CalWORKs Leavers Who Retain Medi-Cal Coverage Over Time
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4 LS admimstrative data

LEL tabudanon g

e has  suggested  that 5 lack o
micrmaton whderstanding  about Med-Oal

poiicies may he behind the decline in use over

compare

regart 1t s useful o

off i Medi-Cal receipt 1o the decline

Lirme

fe R

i their recelpt of Food Stamps. As seen in Figure
26. six months after leaving CalWORKs no fewer
than B5 percent of leavers were still covered under
Medi-Cal.  In just three months, fewer than 10

percent of leavers still receive Food Stamps



Seturng  aside  relatively  minor differences i
ehgibidity (a3 regards poor or near-poor families
with critdren). either CalWORKs leavers are much
mors consowous about Medi-Cal than about Food
Stamps, the efort reqguired to maintain and use
Stamps 18 higher. of the

s o mamntaming Food Stamps versus Medi-

relative

S etot

uch

LEare mucth lower
1os aot possible todav for CES o demgonstrate
that these alternatives are e answer
Mone of the studies CES has examined {o date
regarding  the

any of

nave yielddeo defimitive answers
national deching in the use of Medicaid and Food
Stamps benefits.  New, focused studies among
welfare leavers and other Medicad and Food
stamps eligible families should nhelp o develop
answers For now, what s ciear s that not alt
Med-Cal eligible CalWORKs-leaver families are
recenng and. with the end of the
cdwards Hold more of them are 0sing coverage

coverage

MOOrE (HCRE,

Family Structure and
Reproduction

Wellare reform attempts to encourage marmage

formation  and  mnaintenance to reduce  out-of-
wedlock births and  strengthen  family  selt-
sufficiency < component of Federal welfare

reform offers states monetary bonuses i they
succeed in reduning out-of-wediock births  The
new famdy cap poiicy in California means that
weltare mothers. with certain provisions, no longer

receive  additional cash  benefits to care for
chiidrac borer whiie  the family s on welfare
falthougn Medi-Cal Food Stamps. and  other

in addition. pregnant
recisred to remain 0 school and i

benetitn mav ne avalable!

Tl Eet & g

st parent of guardian if they are 1o

kS

tacters

'V

Dee e o cumber of

affecting  the

dkennoid o marrage formanon People tend to

B

My wWhen e ot o noomes are both sufficient

oY)

Woslahle PV

oomarnages ocour after &l

£

least one partner has heid an income-generating
iob for some time. Thus, marriage rates tend to
decrease somewhat during periods of recession.
Research indicates that people tend to choose
marital partners from their own social stratum—
someone of similar age, race, class, cultural, and
religicus background. When there are roughly
even numbers of marriageable men and women
within a particular stratum, marriage rales and
marital longevity tend to be higher than when there
15 an imbalance. There are relatively low marriage
rates among African American women and women
aged 50 or older, for instance because male
mortality and incarceration have reduced the pool
of eligible bachelors

Weilfare reform may not have uniform effects on
marriage formation and mamintenance. Time-
limited weifare reduces the safety net available to
single  mothers, making divorce a riskier
nroposition than it had been in the past. Some
women who might otherwise have divorced will
continue their marriages

Both naticnally and in California, data suggest that
the iong-term decline in the proportion of chiidren
iiving with both parents stopped in 1996, The
proportion of children living only with their mother
has been decreasing In the last few vyears
apparently because more children are living with
therr single fathers. In future years, the proportion
of children living with both parents may, in fact,
begin {o increase again. Birth rates among
unmarried women nationwide stopped increasing
w1994 several years before welfare reform was
enacted (see Figure 27) Over the previous
25 years, out-of-wedlock bith rates had been
continually increasing. Although there i1s limited
gvidence 1o suggest that the trend i1s reversing
tself. 11 has at least stopped increasing among af!
age groups, particularly teenagers. The Uming
indicates that this change is probably unrelated to
welfare reform

i Los Angeles County. most children live wilh
notn parents, but in 1999, 27 percent of children



iived in single-parert families. Figure 28 shows a
small dechine in the number of two-parent families

at the patienal level fram about 71 percent in
109G o BB percent of all familes o 1994

Calfornia shows a similar trend Although Figure
nows o large drop on two-parent famiies in

ounty between 1997 and 1295 andg

05 ArQeies
men g oie increase after 1995 1o nearly the 1945
evel these large swings are very likely the resul
survey sample size and sampling

of

g oamall

¢ be

miethools

nat

Cduse

poGr

famities

! undercounted.  The primary data source for
County-level social and economic characteristics
= the Current Population Surveys (CPS) th
| appears that the CPS sample is too smaill to see
an accurate trend in poor family headship. Given
e observable trend in the Statewide and
natonwide data, it would be reasonabie 10 expect

that  two-parent  famibhes have declined n
Los Angeles County. and single parenthood
mcreased by a similar, small amount over

this period.

Figure 27. Birth Rates by Marital Status, United States, 1985-1999
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Figure 28. Famities With Chiidren, Proportion With Two Parents, 1992-1999
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singis-parent families do oot appear o

Ay b
l‘\“[l"‘u‘,“\.’h‘

be orcine deniine at the moment, some of the local

casgload change might be the result of highet
marnage rates among neads of CalWQORKs-aided
CalWORKs-eliginie  families
Unfortunaiely  atlle  information is now  bemnyg
collectzd on why families leave CalWORKs in
Los Angeles Lounty, and the locat CPS sample 1s
smad e support an analysis of the
behavor of  CaWORKs-eligible  single-parent
Because the authors of CalWORKs put
family formation as  an
alternalive 1o welfare dependence, CES wili be
ooking it additonal data sources and methods
of data anaiver: that will help shed more ight on

13 atheranse

st o

famihes

SO

emphasiE on

Teen Births

Toe redacthion of Ween pregnancy was a siated goal
of the raestation that cregted CalWORKs,  The
dramaty nse 1 the United States teen birth rate
gver e past e decades. from 153 per
hisand Tae o 44 6 per tousand in 1997
AL DEer 5 M to Americans

Cairrent Population Survey Outgoing Rotations File. 1992-1998, March Current Population Survey

Chiildbearing among teenagers i1s now on the
decline nationally since 1991, with an 8 percent
decline in 1996 among older teenagers (to 87 per
thousand) and 12 percent decline among younger
teenagers (to 34 per thousand) The proportion of
teen mothers who are unmarried has continued to
arow, quadrupling from 16 percent in 1960 to 76
percent in 1996 " Becoming a teen mother has a
number of negative correlates. including long-term
welfare dependency, compromised health, low
self-esteermn, limited developmental potential and
overall fewer chances of leading mdependent and
productive lives

Researchers argue that young girls growing up in
poot  neighborhoods are  at risk of teenage
pregnancy because of their exposure 1o poverty,
parental substance abuse. sexual or physical
abuse, and childhood neglect. (Some 68 percent
of teen mothers are reported to have been
sexually abused as chiddren "y Other types of
farmily dysfunction, such as substance abuse
among parents or young gifis forced to assume
adult responsibilities v thewr homes, are also nsk

factors



Some social science research has suggested that
poor teenage girls may see having therr own child
as a route toondependence, and they have seen
support available to poor single
metners a8 & means to making their goals

~alWORKs atlempts poth o reduce
Bownlives for teen pregnancy and to increase the

the  weitare

realizatie

potental for sel”-suficency among teen parents
Tu o make teen parenthood  less  appealing,
CatwWinRKs will not aid teen mothers unless they
bve with adult relatives or establish good cause for
1o help teen mothers acquire skills

not domng so
that may help them in the labor market those who
staw o school are rewarded  through  the

LallEARN program

Frevious intervention
designed 1o preven! teen pregnancy have shown
“intervention  after teens have

rasearch  on programs
bttle success
hecome sexually active appears o be too late for
regardless  of the type of
imervention. it the anbi-teen pregnancy thrust of
the CalWORKs program has been effective. a
reduction in leen births couid be expected. though
cianges might not be cobserved until after the
program  pecams effectve and untd the new
CalWORKs restrictions were wetl-known among
a1k teens Assuming that few teens krew
about the policy change before o took hold,
would not affect births for at leas! nine months
after the new program went into effect.  Any
reduction in teen births during 1998 s uniikely 1o

postive  mpacts

be the result of changes in the welfare law It
could be the result of other efforts, however. iinks
have been found, for instance, between reductions
in teen pregnancy in recent years and HIV
intervention programs, a result of promotion of

“safe sex

Have births been on the rise n recent years
among Los Angeles County area teens? We
begin by looking at trends in birth rates among
teenage girls ages 10-17. from 1993-1998 "' (It
was not possible to obtain birth data for 1992, and
data for 1999 was not available as this report was
being prepared.) The birth rate among young
females declined in Los Angeles County from
18 3 per thousand teenage girls to 13.98 per
thousand teenage giris in 1998 (Table 9) Within
cur target communities, Compton and Mission
Hills, Pancorama City had the highest teenage birt
rates 1 1998, 24.8 per thousand and 234 per
thousand female teens, respectively. Neither of
these communities had shown much dechine 1in the
preceding six years

While the rates have not increased in any
community, only a few of the communities showed
sharp drops Boyle Heights, Glendalg,
Rosemead, and Westmont all reported declines of
roughly 40 percent dunng the 1993-1898 period.
In Westmont, for example. the teen birth rate
declined by 40 percent, from 30.79 per thousand

i 1993 {0 18.42 per thousand in 1998,
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It the teens were using AFDC or
CalWORKs 1o recewve aid and as a result
astablished  independent househoids, then a
areater  dechne tme aue o
mpoesed on teen parents who do not iive at home

related 1Issues

aver sanctions

might have been seer So far this does not seem

o e the case

Ragearch shows that one of the dangers of teen
s that these parents are bad role
chiidren  CThildren of teens have their
own Chiidren at s younger age.  Only wher:
children of current eenagers on aid. now bving
with & adult, grow up with fewer risk factors (such
as parent’s stable employment and adequate adult
SUPErvISIon; this situation promote
substantialiy lower nsks of having children in the

parenting

maodels |

witl

early teens

CES matched data on births (using both mothers
chidren; with DPES caseload data in an eHort
hirths  among  teenage CalWORKs
recpients i was found that the ditth rate among
teenansrs ages 10-175 as of Aprd 1998, among
those who were aided for three or more months,
wae 13 7 per thousand  This number is somewhat
lewes nan the 1998 teenage birth rate for Los
Angeies County 13 98 per thousand.

Lo detent

About 54 8 per thousand CalWORKs births were
to teans, which s shghtly higher than the overall
Los Angeies County figures for 1998 This 1s not
surprisng given that a substantial proportion of
voung teen parents apply for welfare benefits to
Support hew ngependent household unit. Again.
future racking of CalWORKs cases in the selecied
understand how these
berng mmpacted by the change mn

comrgiies wiii help
numibers gre

legisiation
Low Birth Weight

Low birth weighit ¢ another indicator of inadequate

heglh care and s generally associeted  with

povert, Whethe: the incidence of low bith weight

B4

has been affected by the welfare reform process is
not a question thal can be answered at the
moment.  Observing trends in this indicator over
time will help establish mmpacts on community
weli-being and will help identify areas of potential
improvement.

The implementation of CalWORKs could have 8
number of effects on the well-being of mothers
and their infant children.  One result of the new
work reguirements among CalWORKSs recipients
can be increased stress among mothers, and
therefore. unhealthy babies. If CalWORKs results
in families becoming poorer, mothers may become
less likely to receive prenatal care due to
rransportation and other costs. Some immigrant
families may aiso not apply to welfare at all due to
fears about how it wili affect their status, and
hence, may have no medical coverage for prenatal
visits 3On the other hand, CalWORKs can
improve the ecconomic well-being of participant
mothers and, therefore. a decrease in low-weight
births may be seen

The data presented in Table 10 comes from vital
records provided by the Los Angeles County
Department of Health Services.'''Alarmingly, the
numbper of pirths that are low-weight per thousand
has increased in bath Los Angeles County as well
as in the studied communities. In the County, the
rate has climbed from 62.0 per thousand in 1993
to 65 7 per thousand in 1898. In 1998 Westmont
had the highest rate, with 107.3 per thousand
followed by Compton (78.8 per thousand)
Glendale, which had the lowest rates of teenage
births among all births as well as among young
teenagers ages 10-17. did not have the smallest
iow birth weight rate. in this case, the smallest low
birth weight rate was found in Wilmington—Harbor
City Rosemead experienced the greatest
mnorease. 42 percent. in the low birth weight rate.
from 42.9 per thousand in 1993 to £1.0 per
thousand i 1998



1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
o5 Angeles County 52.0 62 6 64 4 63.9 64.6 657
Boyle Heights 54 ¢ 54 4 58.0 60.0 51.3 58 4
Central Long Beach ' : ‘ ‘ *
Jompior 718 704 70 89.2 797 788
slendaie o i 52 8 5G.0 60.1 58.6 64.9
Hoiywe e 56 ¢ 60 8 693 68.6 65.0 63.3
Lancaster 65.0 770 744 £63.2 £7.3 737
Mission Fidis-Panorama City 561 €16 B3.8 56.0 547 66.0
Rosemadg 429 B3 4 51 4 66.2 64.8 61.0
Westmon! CDF 101.8 £9.1 96 .0 106.4 89.1 107.3
Wimington-Harbor City 53.0 58.7 575 64.0 50.8 56.7

Source! Los Angelies County Departiment of Health Services Birth Records for 19931998

Note

Only hve tarths are included  Because the cities of Long Beach and Pasadena do not report births

 tne County Department of Health Services, births in Pasadena and Long Beach hospitals are not

counted here

Births to mothers who hved i the cities of Pasadena and Long Beach but gave birth

sutside those sities (bul inside the County) are inciuded here.

TNt Aeatabie

Fre bow Dintny weaght rate among children born inte
tanmhas wino had received CalWORKs benefits for
At east three months as of April 1) 1998 was 76.0
per thousand  Thas number is stightly higher tharn
e rate reported for Los Angeles County (B5.7 per
Given that famibes receiving aid have
neomes near o below the poverty ine, aid
reciprents typically face the same nisk factors as
otner poor families, so it is not surpnsing that the
LalWORKs families report a higher percentage of
fow birth weaght babies

thousand)

The rate of low bith weight babies was higher for
teenage mothers, (99 0 per thousand)  Among low
Birth wenght batses, the median tirth weight was
Jo

5 grams e mothers of all ages and 2,155
grams for teenage mothers

These numbers are guite similar o those reponed
at the: natwnal tevet for all infants. About 73 9 per
Freusand babies nationwide were reponted to be
o it wesgnt o 1896 1Y The numbers have

changed htie sinee 1870

infant Mortality

infant mortality 1s a universal indicator of health
status In spite of the decline in the infant mortality
rate (IMR) in the past few decades to a record low
of 7.2 per 1,000 live births in 1996, the United
States ranks 24" in infant mortality when
compared with other industrialized nations. At the
national level, IMR among African Americans,
Hispanics, American Indians, and Alaska Natives
were above the national average in 1995-1996
The greatest disparity is between African
American rates (14.2 per 1,000) and Whites (6.00
per 1.000) Conditions thought to lead to infant
mornatty nclude poor nutrition, psychosocial
probiems (such as stress and domestic violence,
and lack of prenatal care. medical problems, and
chrome iliness.  if CalWORKs has improved the
weli-being  of famiies and has allowed for
expectant mothers to better monitor their health, a
decrease in infant deaths may be seen  There s
alse the possibility that stress due to work
requirements andior detericrating family, social,

and economic health due to CalWORKs can



weaken the heaith of expectant mothers ang lead
o anonerease o the number of infant deaths

The MK amuong iefants shows g deciine 10 the

County and in all of the selected communities
except fo Lancaster. Westmont. and Boyie
(Tabe 11 In Los Angeles County

IMR

Ve dechined by 26 percent. from
2 per thousand i 1994 10 46 in 1998 In
the IMR  deciined by a dramatc
€5 percent. from 109 per thousand in 1943 tn
19498 in tancaster, however, the IMR
ncreased by 55 percent from 5.8 per thousand in
1094 1o 201 1998 while in Westmont the IMR
nereased by 45 percent from 7.9 per thousand in
1984 1o 11 4 1998 While the MR in

the

Compton

LOS

Table 11. infant Deaths per 1,000 Births, 19941998

Angeles County as a whole is below the national
average, communities such as Lancaster and
Westmont which report rates that are rising and
above the national average are cause for concern.

The varying IMR within communities may reflect
their difering ethnic composition.  Among the
leading causes of death in infants, the racial/ethnic
disparity 1s greatest in the category "pre-term birth,
unspecified fow birth weight, and respiratory
distress syndrome.” A much higher incidence of
pre-term births occur to African American mothers
{18 percenty than among White mothers
(10 percent).  Ethnic differences in pre-term births
are argued to reflect variations in the prevalence
of sk factors.

o B 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
s Aqeies o Ry s T Ty 56 46
Bovle Heignts 84 41 34 57
central Long Searh ¢ . ‘ .
Cormatun 1G9 7.2 7. 6.8 3.8
HERGE 6. 3.0 ot 2.9 37
Ho o 7.3 Bz 4.2 7.6 35
Lancasts 58 i 6 5.4 6.4 9.1
Mission Hills- Pancrama Oy &4 59 56 55 2.7
Rosemead 4.5 4.0 £7 21 1.2
Westmont CLF 78 13.7 57 156 114
53 4.2 16 6.3 47

Ahimington-Harbor City

Source Lot Angeles County Depanment of Health Services Birth and Death Records for 19941998,

Note  Oniy live bithe are included

Because the cities of Long Beach and Pasadens do not report births to the

Ciqunt\, Department of Health Services, births in Pasadena and Long Beach hospitals are not counted here
Births 1 mothers who fived in the cites of Pasadena and Long Beach but gave birth outside those cities (but

insde the County) are mcluded here

TNt Asailabls

Changss ey the crevalence of low birth weight snd

wiard moraity could he  indirectly  related 10

welfare  reform increasing  household  and
sconomil stabiry s expected o improve the
vverall nealth and well-being o famiies and

thereny incraase ine number of healthy babies

bors 1 will be o few years before the impact of

71

the: retorm on famiies and its effect on children
can be measured For now it s important to
tighhght that the number of low birth weight
babies ¢ increasing rather than decreasing in the

County as well as in CalWORKs communities
infant mortality has declined in the County and for



mos! of the CalWORKs commumities. but some
communiies st show an increasing trend

The mfant mortalty rate was 4.3 per thousant
among CalWORKs births ta families that were
aded for at ieast three months dunng 1998 e
Los Angles County in 1998 (4 € per thousand; in
the County ihe rate declined 26 percent between
1994 and 1995 This change may be related o
mprovements i the iocal economy, creating more
jobs and. possibly. more access to health care due
1o empioyment insurance. 1f this is so, a decline in
nfant mortality rate is likely to be seen only after
the CalWORKs famihes are also able to sustan
long-term empioyment creating opportunities for
improved health  In 1398 the IMR for CalWORKs
cases and for the County are similar, suggesting
that ofner factors are related to infant mortality and
inpact  afl farvhes, regardless of CalWORKs
status in future reports CES will explore this
of economy. heaith insurance rates. and access to
health care o understand the impacts of recewing
CalWwORKse penefits.

Family Dysfunction

Domestic Violence

Althougn domestic violence occurs among families
at all socioeconomic levels and from all cultural
backgrounds. 1t is thought to be most commonr in
families under stress. Poor families are the most
ikely ¢ be under severe stress Surveys
conductad by the Department of Justice report that
the age range 20-34 divorced or
separated  women.  and  women  with  family
sicome:s under 59,949 are more likely than other
vicurms of domestic violence when

WOTRen

WOmie L
- " e Y20

cempared o women i general. ™ Most welfare
under 58.98Y% and are

Bave Incomes

by unmarmed womeron the 20-34 age

nnge soggesting A farty tigh level of nisk

s

sludies conducted pnor to the implementation of
wefare reform found that a large propontion of

aided women were either current or past victims of
domestic violence. One set of studies suggested
that 15-34 percent of welfare recipients had. at
some point in their lives. been victims of domestic
violence.'*" A 1996 Massachusetts study found
that of a representative sample of AFDC
recipients, almost 20 percent had experienced
domestic violence in the prior 12 months and
about 65 percent had been victims of domestic
violence at some time in their lives.'* in a study of
vomen 1n Chicago, 55 percent of the women
recewving AFDC reported having expenenced
some level of physical aggression '° A nationa!
study of domestic violence showed evidence that
victims of domestic violence cycle on and off
welfare more frequently than other welfare
recipients, often as a result of the dynamics of
their abusive relationships. '**

Is being a victim of domestic viclence a barner o
work? 1t has been documented that abusers
frequently attermpt to sabotage women's efforts tc
find and maintain employment. e.g.. by failing o
provide promised transportation or child care or by
disabling cars or alarm clocks ' Research has
shown that women in abusive relationships often
have irregular employment histories. Research in
Wisconsin, for exampie. showed tha! domestic
violence has a negative impact on the ability of
women to maintain  jobs and continue with
education and/or job training efforts.’* In a similar
study of a Chicago employment center in 1997, it
was found that while victims of domestic violence
are no less likely than non-victims (o be employed
at one time, they are significantly more likely to
have been unemployed at some point. to have
held more jobs, to have suffered from a range of
mental and physical health problems that can
affect work, and o  have lower personal
incomes ' This relationship between domestic
vinlence and employment instability has important
rplications for welfare reform

Another concern regarding victims of domestic
vicience in the era of welfare reform has to do with
requlations that require women to cooperate i the



cotlection of child support payments from absent

fathers Advocates are concerned that these

requirements may bang dangerous absent fathers
comntact with mothers and  chidren,

threstening thewr  sately and

Furthermore forme panners may retaliate against

Lack nte

well-being

moiners who, i complying with the law. identify
ther as fathers who must pay child support e
Both Federa!l and Stale laws take into account the
possibility that employment requirements and child
support regulations might  endanger  welfare
recipients. The Faimiy Violence Option thal was
adopled as pert of TANF allows states to exempt
dnmestic vinience victims from work requirements,
tirme hmita. and other requirements  California’s
A 1542 exphcitly  instructs  county  welfare
departments 10 "Waive, on a case-by-case basis,
for =0 long as necessary, pursuant o a
determination of good cause any program
regirements that would make t more difficult for
these wdividuals or ther children to escape abuse.
ana that would be detnmental or unfairly penahze
or present vicims of abuse ”

st

wiTy  that these protections  are
nsuthcient. since women are reiuctant to discuss
these issues with case workers, past abuse 15
difficuds to document. ang the reliance on case
discretion almost  guarantees  uneven
apphcator of the law “* The hrmited research

Advooates

1153

WOTKE,

conducted so far, however, indicates that most
self-identified victims of abuse do not believe that
they need waivers of requirements. For example,
in a study conducted in Massachusetts, 36 percen
of the women surveyed indicated that they had
recently experienced domestic violence, but onty
& percent were interested in a waiver '™

Available statistics on domestic violence come
from law enforcement agencies. Section 13700 of
the Califorrla Penal Code defines domestic
violence as a particular kind of abuse. Abuse 1s
“intentionally or recklessly causing or attempting to
cause bodily injury, or placing another person in
reasonable apprehension of imminent serious
bodily injury to himself or herseif, or another”
Domestic violence is "abuse committed against an
aduit or a fully emancipated minor who is a
spouse, former spouse, cohabitant. former
cohabitant, or person with whom the suspect has
had a child or is having or has had a dating or

131

engagerent relationship. ™’
Ouring the 1892--1995 period, law enforcement
agencies in Los Angeles County reported a steady
ncrease in the number of domestic viclence
incidents. rising from 5.7 incidents per 1.000
persons to 7.5 incidents per 1,000 (see Table 12).
Reported  domestic  violence dropped  off

substantially after the 1995 peak, however,
returning to 5.8 per 1,000 by 1998



Table 12. Incidents of Domestic Violence Reported per 1,000 Persons, 1992-1998

- 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Los Angelss County 57 68 72 75 73 6% 58
Boyle rsights 7y 71 74 74 75 7.7 6.9
Central Long Beach 8.2 82 &1 95 98 9.4 6.5
Hotiy oo 88 &4 3 7 8.3 77 64 7.6
Lancasier i 43 4.6 51 5.6 5.9 36
Mission Hills-FPanorama City R 10.8 12.6 12.2 12.0 7.7 61
Resemsas N 26 28 23 26 2.3 18
Westmont TP - 52 €1 59 39 52 44

9.8 g7 11.2 116 10.6 11.8 81

Wilenington-Harbor City

Sources  Los Angeles County
Departnmant

Naote

Sheriff, Los Angeles Police Department, and Long Beach Police

Reports of domestic violence as compiled by law enforcement agencies; data not available for all

communities Covers only areas pohiced by the County Sheriff, LAPD, and LBPD, leaving cut Compton

andd Glendate

" Not Available

Since 1592 most of the target comniunities have
seen anly srall changes in rates of domestin

vitence also see Table 12) Over the past six
gact: ¢f these communities has generally
They have

VEATS
followed the pattern of the County
merease N reported comestio
violence inciderts it 1994 and 1995, and then o
shignt drop in subsequent years. This s true of
entra. Long Seach, Hollywood, Mission Hiils—
Panorama City and Rosemead.  in contrast, the
communites of Boyle Heights. Lancaster and
Wilminaton--Harbor City show a steady increase in
1992

cxpenanced  ar

reports of domestic violence  since with

decreases onjy i 1848,

It must be noted that by focusing on the use o
jrhysical the
narrower defintion of domestic violence thar do
cial service agencies. wcluding DPSS ™

threat  of violence, iaw uses @
ALY
bstumates of tne prevalence of domestc viclence
derved trom poice recoras are often lower than
broader defintions nof
has been demonstrated
domestc violence often goes unreported, another
o owhy  police  estimates  might be
AVSUTUNG o MAInr change i policing
the bkelihood that domestic violence

the

that

entimates Daged o

shEn oo I

icw

rEa
HOWR VRS

Dehizvior of

Cnly partial year data are avaitable for 1998

will be reported, the data presented here should
be an accurate representation of trends during the
subject period.

None of the target communities had a tugher level
of reported domestic viotence in 1998 than they
had in 1992 This was also true of the County as
a whole. The communities that had shown the
largest growth in the intervening years bear
watching, but there is no evidence at this point that
CalWORKs has led to an increase n domestic
violence.

Child Abuse and Neglect

Trends in the incidence of child abuse and neglect
are indicators of other, harder to measure threats -
1o child well-being. in the early 1990s, reports of
child abuse began to rise nationally Rates
peaked 1n 1993 and declined steadiy through
1997 " In 1997, just iess than 1 million boys and
girls were alleged to have been victims of abuse or
neglect '** Neglect was the most common form of
maltreatment. and although this problem affects
children of ali ages, over half of the incidents in
1897 involved children no more than seven years
oid."** Consistent with trends for the country as a
whole during the early 1990s, the number of child



abuse/neglect reports per 1,000 children in
Cahtornia increased 76 percent between 1985 and
1904 ¢ 1y 1994, there were 664.000 reports of
ik abuse and neglect in California, and about
80 000 children were placed m foster care. At that
ume. Cabfornia had the tughes! rate of reported
abuse/neglect among the 10 largest states 76 per
1 000 children. There was censiderabie variation
ameng  counties. however, and Los Angeles
County had rates of abuse/negiect below those for
Catiforrmia as a whole

Chili abuse studies often report contradictory
results  "Several studies suggest that even more

children suffer from abuse or neglect than are
seen  through  official statistics from Chad
Protection Services agencies."‘a" Estirnates based
on STPS reports show 13.9 children per 1.000
children were vichms of abuse or neglect: but the
Thiret National Incidence Study of Child Abuse and
eglect estirnates 42 children per 1,000 in 1593
and the Sallup Poll of 1985 estimated 49 per
1,000 suffered physical abuse and 19 per 1,000
sexual  abuse. The substantial differences
between reports indicate thal the incidence of child
abuse/neglect s difficult to measure. This
difficuity 13 8 result of several factors: The
definitions tor determining chiid abuse/neglect are
nol wrecise. some people may be reluctant o
report abuse or neglect so as not to get involved,
agencres must {reat reports
cavtiously and face difficulties substantiating
(verifying) reports even when abuse or negiect
mave occurred ' Additionally. some studies repont
only substantiated cases of abuse/neglect wnile
includs  both the new referrals and
substantiated cases that receive emergency

reSHUNSES

and  government

othery

The followng discussior utdizes data from the
Lus Angeles County Department of Children and
Famiy Services (DCFS) w0 examine the extent of
chind abuse and neglect.  For this analysis. only
cases that were found to be substantiated reports

of abuse and neglect and entered mto the DCFS
13u

svstem were imcluded

.
[

The rate of new (occurring within the preceding
year) cases of child abuse and neglect throughout
the County of Los Angeles has dropped
substantially from the peak of 7.5 per thousand in
1997 to 4.8 in 1999 (Table 13). When examimng
newly-substantiated cases of child abuse and
neglect, community patterns remain consistent.
The fewest new cases of child abuse were
recorded in Glendale, Rosemead, and Hollywood,
Wilmington—Harbor City. and the Mission Hilis-
Fanorama City areas. The largest increases in
the rates of child abuse were found in Centra!
Long Beach with 13.8 reports, followed by the
communities of Lancaster and Westmont, each
with rates of 10.5 new cases per 1,000 chiidren

Has the implementation of CalWORKs led to more
incidences of child abuse and neglect among
participant families? A plausible hypothesis s that
if families are subject to more stress and/or more
poverty because of welfare reform, the probability
of ¢hild abuse and neglect will be greater. and,
conversely, if families experience more economic
and emotional well-being, smaller numbers of
abuse and neglect cases can be expected
Parents may feel relieved to find a job and provide
for their families; but they may also feel burdened.
leaving their children o go to work and handling
the multiple tasks of working and caring for &
home and family When parents spend long
hours at work, they may have little tune (o give
parental supervision and support o ther
children—something that other caretaker adults,
even when available, cannot provide. Although
parents may be able to better provide for therr
children economically, if they are unavailable
physically or emotionally, the children suffer a
more subtie form of neglect

Table 14 shows new (under one year since
opening: cases of substantiated chid abuse o
neglect that were detected among children in
CalWwORKs famiies, The table shows resulls
separately for FG and U cases, that 1s, for one- or

two-parent tamilies.
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The data shows that the number of children from
CalWwiORKs served by DCFS has decreased. but
as the gverall CalWQORKs caseload has also
decreased. 15 important to lcok at the rates of
anuse or neglect  Children from single-parent
househotds  are  represented  in far  greater
sumbers than two-parent ones in the child welfare
system, and the rates of child abuse and neglect
are migher within FG cases than withn U cases
i fact, the rates in FG cases are more than
doutie the rates i U cases at the end of 1909

L

There has peen a slight increase in the rate of

abuse/neglect among FG cases, from 9.9 per
i December 1998 to 108 per 1,000 in
October 1999 The rates among U cases have
flctuated, with a peak rate of 5.6 in April 1999
and no clear increase between December 19868
and wciober 1999 (41 and 4.3 per 1,000,

respechvel

The cate of child abuse and neglect among
CalWwORKs/FG cases s clearly higher than among
the County population as & whole.  in October
1985, ine Courty had a rate of 4 9 new cases per
000D chudren, among FG cases. the rate was
doubte  The rate of child abuse and neglect
among these singie-parent families was mos!
smifar 1o the rate for communities such as
Lancaster or Westmoent (both with rates of 10.5 in
1499) For CalWORKs/U cases, however. the rate
© shightly lower than for the County as a whole.

Table 14 also presents the percentage of children
i each of three DCFS programs Family
Mainterance s a program where DCFS monitors
e child in the context of the family of origin It
may nclude sorme kind of service for the family

such o oas counselng or parent  training
FarmivFeunification cases are cases in which the
child s placed oyt of the home. byt DCFS
attemprs a return when possible.  Some of the
older Family Reunification cases are effectively
permanent placements  Finglly, there are the
Fermanent Placement cases, where children are
placed o toster care and return o the famiy of

origin  has been deemed either uniikely or
impossible for the foreseeable future.  Very few
new cases begin as or quickly become Permanent
Placements. Because Permanent Placements
may last for many years, however, they tend (o
dominate the overall stock of DCFS cases.

The distribution of children from single-parent
CalWORKs-aided families among the DCFS
programs has not changed significantly since
December 1998. Most of the new DCFS cases
associated with single-parent CalWORKs famiies
are concentrated 1in the Family Maintenance
program (56 percent in October 1399}, aithough &
sizable number were assigned to the Family
Reunification program {41 percent). Children from
two-parent CalWORKs families were much more
concentrated in the Family Maintenance program.
and this has increased over time from 81 percent
in December 1998 to 84 percent in October 1999
The percentage of cases in the Famiiy
Reunification program dropped from 19 percent tc
15 percent. This trend s a positive one, with
fewer children being placed out of their hormes and
away from their families of origin.

Referring again to Table 14, the DCFS cases
associated with single-parent CalWORKs families
were considerably more likely to have been
opened because of general or severe neglect
cases than were those associated with two-parent
families (in October 1999 39 percent versus
27 percent).  Single-parent CalWORKs families
were also more strongly associated with DCFS
cases opened because the caretaker was absent
or incapacitated than were two-parent families
115 percent versus 4 percent). The difference is
‘ikely due to the fact that wher two parents are
oresent, the chances of having both absent or
incapacnated are much lower than when there 15
cnly one parentcaretaker present.  When two
pparents or caretakers are present, one is probably
more  likely o compensate when the other
neglects to care for the chid in two-paremnt
households. the largest share of cases were
opened due to verified instances of emotional,



physical or sexual abuse {40 percent for U cases
versus 27 percent in FG cases in October 1998).
This does nct mean that children in two-parent
familiss are more likely to be abused than those in
single-parent families: i fact, the rate of abuse n

smgle-parent famiies 1s a good deal higher The

high share of abuse cases among the DCFS-

monitored  children  associated  with  twoe
parent famities 15 primanly a reflection of the fact
that neglect and parental absence and

incapacity (as defined by law) are much less of

a problem among two-parent families

Table 15. Child Abuse and Neglect Among CalWORKs-Aided Families, Open Substantiated Cases in

the Target Month, 19981999

i CalWORKs/FG | CalWORKs/U
i -
i Dec-98 Apr-99 Oct-99 Dec-98 Apr-99 Oct-9%
OCFS Program !
Family Manenance | 32% 32% 319 60% 51% 0%
Family Reunification | 22% 22% 22%) 18% 18% 16%
~ermanent Placement 46% 47% 47 %l 22% 22% 26%
Yotal i 100% 100% 1T00%, 100% 100% 100%
!
!
Heason for Relerral to DCFS
Laretaker i
Apsentincapacitated i 16% 16% 16% 7% 8% B
il
Apuse - Emotional P!‘aysiczﬂ,,’l
Saxyal ; 31% 30% 30% 38% 36% 7%
neglent - General aor Severe | 45% 44% 42% 40% 36% 38%
Erisk, 0o abuse | 8% 10% 12%f 16% 21% 1%
Total i 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Tre preceding discussion focused on the rate of
new  cases  of abuse and neglect among
CaAlWORKs  famiies Many children  of

CalWORKs-aided tamilies have been under DCFS
supervision for more than a year These older
cases end to be more stable  As shown
Table 13, the distribution of cases by program did
not change signibcantly between December 1998
and  Ocotober 1990 There are important
differences between FG and U cases with more

n

PG rases placed permanently and more U cases
w Famiy Maintenance. A companson of the new
the caseload
Most new cases, as shown in Table

overall aist: shows

rases 1o

vartations

14, are referred to Farmily Maintenance, follower!
by Famry Reunfication. with very few new cases

)
IS

peing placed i foster homes permanently. When
all cases are examined (Table 15 however

I3

tabulations from match of DPSS and DCFS data

large proportion of cases are n Permanent
Placermnent (in October 1999, 47 percent of FG
cases and 26 percent of U cases) This difference
between new cases and all cases is related to
administrative decisions and policies that now
favor keeping children with their families of origin
as much as possible and discourage permanent
placement of children in foster homes

School Attendance and
Performance

The drafters of the California Weffare-to-Waork At
of 1987 clearly stated their concerns about the
health and welfare of children in several ways
Not only was the elimination of child poverty the
first goal of the law. but penalties were instated for
aided parents who faled to ensure that their



children were properly immunized and enrolled in
sehout

CalWwiORKs-aided parents teng to be relatively
vourvy. and ther chiidren are relatively young as
well in Apni 1999 45 percent of CalWORKs-
adec children were of elementary schooi age
(Figure 29), whiie ancther 31 percent had not yet
reached school age 1t 15 reasonabie to assume
that, i the implementation of CalWORKs were t0
have effects on the attendance and performance
of young students, the effects would be clearest
for grades K@

sf school achievement cover a wide
domains—individual ang  household

aspirations famuly status.
resources, and teachers

Predicrors
range  of
members’

neighborbood schodl

perceptions of the student. Substantial research

on children’s achievement in schools has found

that poverty, low parental involvement, low
parental expectalions, excessive geographic

maobility, and low household and economic stability
are key predictors of children performing poorly in
school "¢ Household stability supported by
economic stability 1s considered to be one of the
main  factors in student iearmning. overriding
linguistic and cultural barners '*' Low parental
educational achievement, low selif-esteem, and
educational aspirations, have been identified as
major barriers to achieving adult mastery of
educational  materials  during  adolescence.
although 1n some cases these barriers can be
compensated for or overcome n  adulthocd
through individual achievermnent '™

Figure 29. Grade Level of CalWORKs-Aided Children, Los Angeles County, 1999
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Possinie errors i grade assignment inciude children aged 4 who had already started school

childrer ages 14- 17 who have been held back in K-8 or who have skipped ahead to 9-12; 1€ anc 17
vear olds wno have droppec out, and 18 ang 18 yvear olds still in hugh school
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I this, CES's first baseline wnpacts report,
schooi-leve] data was examined © see trends
incal schools over a penod of several years
Changes . the demographic composition of
schools are fracked, as well as the percentage of
enrobied children from CalWORKs-aided families,
and the percentage of enrolled children taking
advantage of the National School Lunch Program
INSLF)  Students who receive free or subsidized
lunches under the NSLP must be from families
with ncomes no more than 185 percent of the
Federal poverty hne. and most eligibie students
use the program  Thus the number of NSULP
enroliment s a good indicator of a schools’ low-
mcome popuiation.** Dropout rates for grades §
through 12 are also tracked, as well as school-
level scores on the math and reading portions of
the OStanford Achievermnent Test Series. Ninth
Editior (SAT/S)  a widely-used standardized

tagt

in this report an atempt 18 made to answer the
foliowing questions: What are the historical trends
In the chosen indictors for schoois v Los Angesles
County and sslected communities? Have there
been ary notable changes in the performance
mndicators-—dropout rates and test scores—since
the 1998 inauguration of CalWORKs?

Los Angeles County has 81 pubkc K—12 school
distncts, incluging 29 elementary only, © hugh
school only, and 46 unified (both elementary and
high schoois) school districts These school
districts served 1.8 million students during the
19981998 schaol year  The Los Angeles Unified
Schoo! Distnict (LAUSD) s the second largest
school Adistrict in the nation with 680,000 students.
Stderts . the  vanous speak
approximately 80 different primary languages

schools

Zoroments and the ethnic composition of schools
aoboth Los Angeles County and the State of
Cabfornia have undergone vast changes in the (a5t
decade  In Cabforniz. as a whole the enrollment
of Whitss nas gone down as Hispanic students
By 199€, there were

have mcreased 0 number.

Bl

more Hispanic students than White students
enrolled in California schools  in Los Angeles
County, Hispanics have been the largest ethnic
group m jocal schools since 1989  According to
the Los Angeles County Office of Education
{LACOE;, in 1996 Hispanic students comprised 56
percent of the County's public school population,
nsing rapidly from just 20 percent in 1870, The
enroliment of Whites declined from 63 percent in
1870 to 21 percent in 1996  Hispanics are
expected to represent 61 percent of all County
public school students this year, while Whites and
African Americans are expected to deciine to
18 percent and 11 percent of all students,
respectively.  Dunng the 1998-1998 schocl year,
8.1 percent of County students were of Asian
descent

The significant changes in student enrofiment in
the recent years in Los Angeles County schools
are alsoc accompanied by a dramatic rise in
students who are considered Limited i English
Proficiency (LEP). The fact that a substantal
proportion of children n Los Angeles County
schools do not report English as their primary
language may have a direct impact on their test
scores. especially reading scores. In 1996 about
36 percent of public school students and
50 percent of public school kindergariners were
classified as LEP  The proportion of students
classified as LEP decreases in higher grades. as
immigrant students become bilingual and are
reciassified as fluent in  Enghsh Lack of
proficiency in the English language has been
documented as a severe barrier {0 grade ievel
achievement. especially in reading skills

Data was coliected for
some  communities are

A riote on presentation
each community. but
served by their own school district, while others
pelong to larger school districts.  For exampie.
Compton is served by the Compton Unified schooi
district. which serves no schools outside of
Compton. Hollywood. on the other hand, is one ¢f
many communities served by LAUSD. in addition.
some communities are served by one district for



elementary schools and another for high schools
In Lancaster for example. the elementary schools
beieng 1o the Lancaster Unified Schoo! District,
and high schools belong to the Antelope Valley
Umon High School District—the latter including
sehools in other communities  Most of the smailer
commumties seiected for this report are served by
schools thal are part of LAUSD

Az the CalWORKs caseload has declined, so has
the number of CalWORKs-aided children in loca!
schoots. During the 1995-1986 school year, just
under one i four students in Los Angeles County
came from CalWORKs-aided families, but by the
19981999 school year. the number was under
vne o five (Table 16} Note that  within
commumiies. the proporticon of children who are
CalWORKs-aided families exceeds the
community residents who are
CatWRKs-aided  This is because CalWORKs-
families are, by definition, families with
sreidren. and many residents of each community

rom

proportion of
mcted
are aduits without minor chitdren

Whnile the lotal CalWORKs caseload declined by

26 percen! netween April 18995 and April 1999, the
proportion of CalWORKs-awded children enrolled in

84

Los Angeles County schools dropped by only
18 percent over roughly the same period. Schools
in most of our target communities showed smaller
dechnes; Central Long Beach showed a small
increase.  Interestingly, lL.ancaster showed much
lower declines at the elementary schooi level
(€ percent) than at the high school level
{25 percent). It is possible that other communities
would have shown simitar results if presented by
school level

Although the percentage of school children from
CalWORKs-aited families has declined over the
past few years, there has been a gradual increase
in the number of children receiving free or
subsidized school lunches, suggesting an increase
i child poverty—or near-poverty—not detected in
other data sources. Children from CalWORKs-
aded familes are automatically eligible for free
school lunches under NSLP  Poverty 15 a malo-
predictor of achievement in school, and the
percentage of children enrolied in this program
provides an indication of the number of at-risk
children in a school system.



Table 16. Children Enrolled in K-12 from AFDC/CalWORKs Families, 1995-1999

District/Community 1995-1996 1996-1997 1937-1998 1998-1999 Percentage
“ %% Shoee
LO‘» Angeles County - 239 240 218 19.5 -18%
L0 Angeles Unified 263 28.4 272 24.5 ~16%
Boyie Heghts (LAUSD) 429 441 42.8 86 -10%
Central Long Beach {Long Beach Unified) 58 3 58 0 573 59.3 2%
Compton (Compton Unified) 454 44 1 117 40.0 2%,
Glendale (Glendale Jnified) 273 268 245 189 -31%
Wilmington-Harbor Crty (LAUST) 217 sd4 232 Z21.5 19,
Hollvwoog (LAUSE 451 4z.7 40.6 368 18%
Lancaster
Lancaster Elermnmentary 28.6 289 2865 269 -6%
Anteloge Valley Umon High 17 4 14 7 147 12.9 L25%
Mission Hills-Panorama City (LAUSD! 285 55 243 195 E%
Rosemead (LAUSEY 37 4 352 335 08 -1B%
Westmont{LAUSD, 48.6 470 44.2 436 1O,

Source. Educational Demographics Office. California Department of Education

Note

Boyle Heights, Wilmington-Harbor City, Hollywood, Mission Hills-Panorama  City, Rosemead anc

Westmont are served by LAUSD, Central Long Beach is served by the Long Beach Unified Schoof Distrct,
Lancastar s served by the Lancaster Elementary Schoo! District and by the Antelope Valley Union High School
Chstnct, Zompton and Glendale are served by thew own unified school districts

Table 17 shows that 57 .6 percent of Las Angeles
school children were enrolled i NSLP in 1995
1986 Over the years there has been a modest
increase n these numbers  While LAUSD, as a
whole showerd a small decrease, most of the
LAUSD-served commiunities covered in this report
showed increases similar to the County average
Chiidren m Central Long Beach were no more

fikely 0ouse WNLSP 1 1898-1998 than they nad

been eartier, but with almost all children aiready
enrolled (84 .5 percent in 1985-1996), there was
Ittle room for change. In contrast to the large drop
in CalWORKs-aided children in the Antelope
Valley Union High School District seen above, the
District posted the largest percentage increase in
NSLP takers: 48 percent. The basis for these
divergent results 1s unclear.



Table 17. Children Enrolled in K—-12 Registered for the National School Lunch Program,

1995-1999 I _
1995-1996 1996-1997 1997-1998 1998-1999 Percentage
District/Community Change 95-96
% % Y to 98-99
Las Angeles County s 561 591 39,
Las Angeles Unified 08 78 G 504 718 1%
Boyie Hewghts (LAUSD 90 6 A2 U 8p 7 94 4 49,
central Long beach (Long Beach Unified: 44 & 96 5 47 2 84 5 (%
Compton (Zompton Unified) 78 0 IO 932 96.0 23%
Glendele {Giendale Unified) 48 G 45 .4 4B & 423 -13%
Wilminglon-Harbor City (LAUSD)Y 538 807 59.0 10%
Hotlywood (Lalso) 84 R £88 516 808 5%
Lancastsr
Lancaster Slementary S0 4 53¢ 385 56.8 13%
Antelope Valley Union High 219 I 284 325 48%
tissior: Hills-Fanorama City (LAUSD) BZ G 84 5 a0.3 901 QY%
Rosemaad (LAUSD 774 80 ¢f 790 81.7 6%
7494 8 4 795 B6.2 9%

Yvestmant{LALISD!

batsTH}
attp wwa oo ca . govidemographics!

Note  Boyle Heights

Wilmington-Harbor City, Hollywood

e Sducatonal Demographics Office, Califurnia Depantment of Education,

Mission Hills-Panorama City, Rosemead and

Westmoat are served by the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), Central Long Beach is served by the
Long Beack Unified School District; Lancaster is served by the Lancaster Elementary School District and by the
Antelope Valley Union High School District: Compton and Glendale are served by their own unified school

distngts

Studies on the effects of housenold poverty and
concentration of chitdren in schools coming from
paar families have found peer family social status
1 have a significan!t independen! negative effect
on individual academic achievement.”™ The effect
of 8 student’s own family social status was shghtly
more than the effect of peer family social status
Both were significant predictors of academic
achievement  Most schools in the communities
targeted for CaWORKs evaluation have a very
high concentralion of children enrolied in NSLP
thare famubes hving n poverty within
those communies  Trne fact that these numbers
despie the decline i schoo
CaWORKs famiies s of

are many

S e easing

children  from great

concern iU imptes  that ssues of academic
achievement -elated 10 poverly ssues persist

£i

Thig variable will have to be tracked very carefully
in the next few years to see how it impacts
students’ achievement

Dropout and Test Score Qutcomes

According to LACQE. dropout rates have declined
over the years, both in the County and in the
State  Data for the selected communities show
sotabie varation ™" In most of the CalWORKs
communities, dropout rates have declined. in
10971998 the poorest performance was i
Westrmont with an annual rate of 6.8 dropouts per
This was higher than the overall
dropout rate for LAUSD, which was 5.0 per
100 students. Westmont showed a substantial
dectine (56 percenty in the dropout rate between
19451996 and 1997-1988  Another community

100 students



with 8 high diopout rate was Compton Unified
{4.82 in 1987-19488) The decune i the rate in
this District (44 percent) was less than the decline
i the dropout rate in Westmont  The dropout rate
in Boyle Hewghts was 3.98 in 19871998 with a 50
percent reduction trom  1985-1996 Antelope
Valiey Union High Schoot District had a relatively
lower rate than mest of the communities in all the

yvears. whie Glendale Unified had the lowest
dropout rate among  ail  the  CalWQRKs
commumties (0.62 i 1997-1998) These two

districts had an overall increase in dropoul rales
from 1995-1498 with a peak rate n the 1996-

19897 achool vear

The second major outcome measure is school
tevel scores on the Stanford 9 series of tests. The

SAT/2 18 a comprehensive benchmark of school
achievement that is admuustered to K-12 students
nationwide. Because it s so widely used, it 1S
easy to compare the performance of students in
the County with those in the rest of the State or

natan SAT/S scores tor each school are
convertad wnta a Natonal Percentile Ranking
INPR), & unit indicating how weli a group of

students is performing relative to all other students
m the nation at the same grade level For
if the average NPR for reading in
LOs Angetes County 15 34, it means that on
average local students scored better than
34 percent of the students nationwide, but worse
than 66 percent of the students nationwide.

example,



Figure 30. SAT/9 National Percentile Rankings, All Third Grade Students,

Selected Areas, 1998-1999 School Year
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Because maost school age CaWORKs-aided
childrer are in grades K—-6. and because studies
have shown tha! academic achievement duiing
the early vears predicls future performance. the
focus i this report s on scores i math and
reading for stwdents i third grade.  In additon
scores for ninth grade are also reported because

ninth grade dirant
refationship to high school graduation rates.”™ i
both Califormia and the County, local thued and
the nationai
gher than
The scores

performance has a

sinth grade stadents scored below
median Matn
reading scores for both grade levels
were especiaily low for LEP students, particularly
treading. For exampie in LAUSD in 1998-199G
the average NFR score for nunth graders for
students, but § for LEP
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Harbor City' 15 “Wilmingtor-Harbor City” and is served by LAUSD  Rosemead is also served by LAUSD
Compton is served by the Compton Unified School District.

students Though there were no substantial
changes—none could be expected in such a short
hme—-the scores showed a shght increase
between 193871998 and 1998-1999.

The LAUSD reading scores among third graders
are very low (23 in 1999  Rosemesd and
Glendale have the highest scores for third graders
(45 and 44, respectively, 1n 1993). while Mission
Hils—-Panorama City and Central Long Beach
have the lowest scores (13 in 1999). The reading
scotes ameng ninth graders are similarly  low
Agam, LAUSD reports a very iow score (22), and
the other distncts and communities show similar
levels  The highest score for ninth graders in 1999
waz in Glendale (38) whie the lowest was in

Compton (13} The math scores overall are



consistently higher than reading, but stilt very low
For trd graders, LAUSD had a score of 35 in
19981999, and a score of 38 for ninth graders
Giendale Unified had the highes! scores in 1948 -
1999 57 for thirg graders and 62 for ninth
graders

Among LEP students, reading scores were iower
for mnth graders than third graders. reaching
scores as low as 5 (Compton} for ninth graders,
and 11 (Boyle Heights) for third graders in 199%
Thus. the students in these two communities
perform worse i the SAT/9 than about 80 percent
of the students nationwide.

Most studies looking at welfare reform and s
impact on families and chddren's educational
achievement have emphasized the role of parental
mnvolvement and achievement The new reforms
when successiul. should help parents provide their
children with @ more stable home environment and
resources—and both factors in improving
educational achievement levels When single
mothers—80 percent of the heads of CalW(RKe
farmiies—do find employment and are abie 1o
provide more rescurces to the family. another
question arises  How much time will they be able
to spend with thew children™

nore

That question cannot be answered at present
vWhat can be stated, however, is that test scores
are lower and dropout rates higher in school
distnicts/ communities with a higher proportion o
chitdren from CalWORKs-aided families. Children
from CalWORKs-aided families are not distributed
evenly across grade ievels Elementary schools n
the County have a higher proporticn of childrer
from CalWORKs families (252 percent) than do
middie scheols (186 percent) and high schools

(14.1 percent) Therefore, the maost pronounced
impacts. if any. should be seen at the elementary
grade level This refiects a life cycle stage’ These
jamilies are young, in most cases do not have
adequate schooling or job skills and have smail
children in most cases, these parents are dealing
with several complex issues related to their
careers and their young chidren.  improvements
n one area may benefit other areas of their home
life. For example, job training or employment may
affect theirr mental health status (if that was a
cause of concern) and have an impact on then
parenting skills

High school students from CalWORKs-aided
families may have a set of problems rather
different from those faced by younger children.
Their parents have typically been on welfare for a
longer period of time than the average CalWORKs
parent. ™ If the family has been aided for many
vears, then its members have been experiencing
the disadvantages of chronic poverty Because
the parents in fong-term cases have been shown
to suffer disproportionately from these problems. it
car also be inferred that aided teens are more
likely than younger children to be living with &
parent or parents who have mental health,
substance abuse or domestic violence problems.

Ettorts are underway to secure data that will allow
CES to examine directly the school performance
of CalWORKs-aided students. School records will
be matched with CalWORKs case records. This
data will supplement, not replace, the tracking of
schocl level data over the next few years. Both
will help i the understanding of changes in
children's schoo! achievement as CalWORKs
parents  go through changes i  jong-term
economic stability



In Their Own Words:

Recipients Reflect on Welfare Reform

As part of s ongoing research on welfare reform.
CES has aonducted a large number of forus
groups with adult welfare recipients who were
participating in or had earlier participated
CalWORKs  welfare-to-work  activities Focus
groups are structured discussions that involve a
small number of peopie. concentrate on a preset
topicat agenda. and are led by a researcher
Focus groups afe one of the most praclical
methods  for  iearning in detail  about  the

experiences and views of a target popuiation
While reviewing focus group data, it is important
to keep in mind that such data are useful for
understanding ndividual experiences, bu! less
useful  In understanding the proportion of
indwiduals who share the same experiences e

Because TalWORKs employment reguirements
have resulted in major changes for many welfare
recipients, the focus group discussions have all
rcentered on welfare-to-work issues  in one set of
these discussions, participants were asked to talk
about the mmpact of the welfare-to-work program
on themseives and thew families. The focus group
members reported on had all been through at 'east
ar initial crientation 1o the GAIN welfare-to-work
prograrr . Some of the focus group members were
chosen specficaily because they were, at the
time, employed and meeting the State-mandatec
32 hours per week work requirement. Most other
tocus group members were either employed for
fewer hours or were looking for work

This  sechon  deais with the experiences  of
participants on ther overali well-beimng when they
found & b and us mpact on their family
members 1 also deals willh the chalienges they
nave to face whie trving o balance the delicate
task of farndy well-pDeng such as finding quality
crild care and spending enough time with they
farmiy whiie working at the same time. For those
stit isoring for work, the interviews hughlight the

feetings of despair that the participants have to
deal with, both with themselves and among ther
family members. it should be noted here that all
the participants who participated in the focus
groups were in their initial stages of work activity
Participants who were working or had found a job
were still in their early years of work experience
and as such still struggling tc balance the
demandgs of working and fulfilling other family
responsibiities.

Work, Income, and Social/Self-Esteem

With  the nstitution  of a  stringent  work
requirement, the number of employed aduit cash
aid recipients has climbed steadily. The revised
“income chsregards” program that s pan cf
CatWwORKs ensures that welfare participants are
rewarded for the work they do. This is such that
the more recipients work. the more money they
have. Recipients who had not recently been
employed reported several positive benefits
emanating from ther new employment In
particular. additional income helped them to
provide better for their families, the time structure
required for work helped them organize their hves,
and the fact that they were helping to support
themselves through work enhanced the way that
they saw themselves and the way they thought
others saw them. All of these factors taken
together  also  helped  to  improve  family
relationships

Having additionai income from work has enabled
some families 1o improve the condition of their
family lives Mere are just two examples of the
comments that were received

Participant "We're moving from a smail,
one bedroom i a traiter court with the
surroundings. the environment 1s not that
well to a house by itself, two bedrooms
and iarge yard. It's a iot nicer, and I'm



really happy for that too. That has a iot to
do with the income”

Farticipant. 't got my first paycneck last
last week.  and ! ook them [my chiidren]
to the movies tc see "Star Wars™ and
gverything and they know because [ sav-
tve never said to them, "Wait tii i get mv
paycheck. . And then when we went o
thee movie, they were asking for everyvthuing
llaughter] because they knew | had money
that | can actually spend on them 5S¢
they, yeah, they know! And it's—1 can see
it makes them happier. 'Cuz i wasn’t abie
o do. you know. stuff like that ™

The effect of work on the lives of participants and
theirr tamilies, went well beyond the ability to affore
better housing or pay for family entertainment
Some of those who had not been working

previously reported that work added greater

stabiity, organization. and routine to ther lives
Ore participant. for example, spuoke positiveiy

atout e jouline she established in order ¢

s

acconimodate her new job and how she feft thi

affected her chitdren

“Well o my case with my three kids
have a regular schedule now, which s
much better | leave the house at the
same time my cnildren leave, are going to
school  And U'm coming back after one
hour, and theyve been out of schooi
atready for one hour. and then ! go home
So, it's basically not much time that I'm
leaving the xds alone or with my mom,
that she’s provding care for them. Um, |
think the impact s very positive impact
Because theyre learning that life s not
easy, and things are not coming from the
sky. and they will really need to work nard
And i makes cur family get, get togethe:
nstead of being apart. And 1'd rather be
ke this than you know, have a husband
and a very urhappy refationship with the
nushand and and with the children  And
ume m reference o the, o the money and
ing way that | provide for them | think t's
areat. =0 | just dont | don't think that 1m
imaving my chidren by themseives. and
heyie neglected or anything ke that |
tink 'mjust doing what | have 1o do. and

T

they know I'm dad and mom. and it's
tough. It's difficult.  But theyre. they're
understanding. So. it's very positive
impact that I'm receiving now.”

Furthermare, household tensions can be eased by
the additionai income  One woman who repoed
thiat she had been abused by her partner feit that
having a job had helped ameliorate the situation

“You know, it was mainly because neither
one of us were working. We didn't have
any money. There was just too much time
-— we were always around each other
Ang we were strugghng We really
struggled, you know, to make ends meet.

.S, you Know, it was hard. It was really
hard. It affects your household. it affects
your relationship.  But since | started
working, things have been a whole lot
better We get along a lot better, and he
has motivated me as well. .. "

This, recipients felt that money was only one of
the benefits that accompanied ther transiticn into
paid iabor improved relationships and better
home arrangements were also important. One of
the most frequently cited benefits, however. was a

poost in self-esteem
Social/Self-Esteem

Those who had not previously been working, but
had  found employment due (o CalWORKs
requirements, reported a positive impact on ther
self-esteern The participants who spoke about
their self-esteem generally cited one or both of two
nfluences. how strangers looked at them {e.g.. in
& store checkout line as they bought food with
Fooad Stamps; and how their children looked at
ther it was clear that for many of the recipients.
empivyment represented a way for them to
merease therr social esteem and to earn the
20t of ther children

Setf-esteem s lowered by poverty and by
ceperdency on the County. partcipants feel
stigmanzerd, iooked down on by others  and
embarrassed by ther situation.  Most rely on



welfare as the last resort and iry to distance
themselves  from weltare
recipient as lazy, ving off of the State  Work can
have a positive impact, increasing participants
sell-esteerr by offering them
ndependence, seli-sufficiency. and a sense ¢of
Participants report that

the  sterecivpe  of

opportunities  for

contror over ther lves
GAIN's onentation program transmis the message
that "You can make it.” thus motivating participants
and fostering expectations for a better future
Farticipants not only enjoy the extra income. but
also the somahzing that work entalls  going o
the world, being responsible for themselves, and
becoming & role model for their children  One
participant telis about how the program raised his
self-esteem

I find that the program worked very well
for me i giving me a hittle bit more in the
situation 1o get myself back on my feet
and beng able to get back out to ook for
Wk IWhen] | started the program. my
self-esteen: was down in the gutters  And
it built me up o sit there and--gong.
“Hey, I'm better than. better than this " And
o 1 gan't keep going at the rate that |
am here | need to take it and get out
there and show my family that | am able to
take b--fo make a living, and that I'm
not ..a burden on anybody else ”

Those who no onger have 1 depend on the
County feel pride in leaving welfare

“Twant my kids to be able to go to schoot
and brag about what their mom does for a
hving  Not, "My mom sits on the couch
and [laughs]) we collect welare and all
that " Because that's the way | felt about
myself. you know? | didr’t want 1o go Lo

1 '

the store near where | hved vecause
didii’t want peopie to see me paying with
frfood Stamps  And my biggest concerr
was  my  Kids odidnt owant anybody
makang fuo of my wds

reported  that her onildrer

Another  participant

respected her more when she became gamfully

smpdoyed,  and ey also fell behter  abow

hiemeetyee

‘Oh, yeah, my children iove the fact that
f'm working and not totally on welfare. [.. ]
And my kids will say, “Well my mom's not
cn wetfare, she gels paid every two
weeks "

Job Search

o people who have little labor market expenence
and/or little faith in ther skills or desirability as a
worker, the job search can be very stressful. The
ionger the search iasts, the greater the stress.
ever for people who are much more “salable” than
the typical adult receiving cash aid. Participants
reported that, duning the job search phase, they
need extra money for child care, transportation
and ciothes. Often they rely on family members
and friends to help with these needs. In some
cases, the family rallies to support the job-seeker,
mcreasing famity closeness and cohesion  One
woman described the support she received from
ner 10-year-old son

“He's really helpful. He'll get the
newspaper, we go over it and, iike today,
okay. | dropped him off and he's going.
‘Okay, | hope you get a job." | say, ‘Yeah, |
nope | do, oo’ "And if you do. we'll
celebrate ' | said, ‘Okay.”

While other participants appreciated the support
they receved from family members, they aisc felt
guwity when helping meet their needs impinged on
the family member's ability to meet his or her own
needs. A woman with a young son and two adult
sens, nne currently in college, reported feeling bad
about asking her older sons for help with her job
search and caring for their younger brother

‘When | went to Job Club, you know, [the
cidest son] babysitted for me or takes me
Aifferent places when | can't, when the
nus s gomng to hinder me from getting
inere within these hours. And |, but it's
akil taking away from therr Hfe. Like if they
want to go out and seek something or look
‘or & job. Sometimes | even have to keep
my 19 vear-old out of school. He's in
cottege And if | can't get to the oldest
cne then | have o, ‘'Well, can you watch



him.” and that means that he can't go to

school”
Recipients  noted that the dailly juggling o
CalWwORKs requirements. child care, keeping

house, and other obligations all added up to 3 set
of stressful burdens

"53¢ 1t does get stressful, and like | said.
especially like when they have you goin’ i
and out of the programs because you not
only have to take care of the household,
take care of the kids. take care of your
parsonal business, and then you gotta
make sure thal you get to the program on
time, that everything goes the way il's
supposed to go with the program. So it s,
it's extra stress...”

Furthermore, as job searches continue, each day's
failure wears on family members.

You know, um, 's um | don't know, it's
with my family, it's hard because my
oidest son was walching my three-year-
ol and he would know that | have left the
Job Club. And then he's wondering. okay
‘Are you coming home? Where I'm like.
Noo ‘cause | got to go and get
applications.” And then he's frustrated,
Vvell, | have to go to this and here.' And
I'm hke, 'Well, okay, | have to do this
because i i don't do this, then theyre
going to sanction me. Then I'm going to
be reaily messed up because, you know,
then they're geoing to cut my check = So.
I'm taking away from their life in order to
accommodate my life.  Apd that's not
really right.”

Over tme, the daily struggles of finding a job could
lead ¢ despair among family members

“Wrien | come home, they hke. Momma
you golta a job yet? And I'm lLke. No
And my husband. he say, 'Weli. what the
hel are you going for? [laughter] And !
sav. ‘Well «f I don't go. they're going to cut
my check We won't nave nothing ™

Civerall  while could ralse &

participants  self-esteem. the struggles of ‘ooking

finding & job

for a job added a burden on their emotional well
being in addition to their struggle for economic well
being.

Chiid Care

Whether or not welfare-to-work program recipients
acluaily find employment, they face similar child
care needs Recipients reported that the probiems
of securing quality, affordable child care was one
of the most significant barriers 1o getting and
keeping a job. Recipients were thus pleased that
CalWORKs provided child care assistance When
asked about how CalWORKs helped her most in
her job search, a recipient replied:

*| think the biggest thing for me was
having the child care for my son. Because
| felt like, wow. how am | gonna keep the
job? 1 can't afford my rent and child care
So that as my biggest concern. And, and !
think the biggest support for me is that my
child care i1s paid for and taken care of
That's - | think the biggest thing in order to
keep a job 1s to have that support.”

Like most parents, participants worried about
finding child care that would be safe, nurturing and
affordable. For many participants, the program's
provision to pay a relative or friend for child care
was perceived as a positive impact because they
fell reluctant to leave children with strangers.

"My baby is little, one year two months old.
He is cared for by his grandmother. | think
that nobody can care for a child better
than family.

“Child care is what | liked. They pad for
chitld care so that my family could watch
my children.”

For others, leaving children with family made
partcipants feel that they were interfering with
refative’s own lives and needs. In some
cases  grandparents who were called upon to
provide care needed care themselves, which only
added stress to the participants’ complicated fives.

thesir



Those participants who found good chiid care with
registered providers reported that the enriching
environment benefited children

Yet

arrangements were not easy to find. and leaving
children in chiid care was a source of stress for
most families

Some participants reported tad expenences with
child cae which had negative impacts on their
childrer:

Trus.
finding guality child care continues to remain &
chatienging task for working parent(s;

“Of. she's very good. Oh, yeah She's
done a ot ‘cuz he's accomplished & iot of
things | couldnt do Because she has the
experience. you know. And, | mean, i—
he's learning s¢ much now, he's learning
so much {sound of fingers snapping] |
was able to keep up with nursery rhymes
and stuff like that. Now he comes home

with stuff I've never heard of He's
learned a lot”
nigh-gquality, affordable Zhiic care

"As she said people don't want to leave
their chidren Just anywhere | also dont
warnt o leave my children jus! anywhere
because | have several small ones. have
a s 5 seven year-old daughter a three

year-2ld  sor. and a nine month-oid
daugnier  It's hard | have many children '

"And vou know how  somelimes you get
that feeting lc go back and check | went
back. and the people were screaming at
the kids and everything. | mean. $70 a
week  and  thev were hollerin’”  and i
screanun’

And when | got my son home, be didnt
want to talk  And when | found out what
had  happened  tater they had  been
shouitng at ali of the kds telling them to
shut up ay So t putled tum out of
there that day That was his second day

fus fast day

My
Aty

onby finding chid care, but alse

Balancing Child Care with Work

Many parents felt their children were too young for
chitd care and felt guilty leaving them. Others
worned about the lack of child care for teenagers
who were left unsupervised

"Yeah. because a lotta times. you don't,
your teenagers may wanna Ccook of
something. You have constantly to remind
them: ‘Make sure you turn the stove off

Make sure you turn the heater off " And
you know, you're leavin your kKid alone,
you're like, Did they double check? Is the
door locked? No friends i the house.
That ycu came home, that you made it
home con time. that nothin’ happened 1o
them on the way home So, #'s a
constant, constant thing. But | always call
when I'm out lookin® for jobs and
everythming and I'm runnin’ late comin’ |, |
always call to check the heater and stove
are coff. everything  That you're doin’
hemework, you know, if what's not home -
‘Where s Kara. where's Robert? Are they

on  their way? Did you see ‘em at
school?'”
For most families, the work requirement has

meant less tme to spend with children.  One

woman, who is pregnant and trying to fimish a
vocational training course. worries about her
inability to see her son who had been placed m

foster care

“Another part that messed me up, too, is
that | don't have that much time to spend
with my other son. | used to catch the bus
to FParamount and bring him to my house
And now since | was going to schoal and
working, | wasn't able, you know. | be tired
wher: | get home. And it's, | don't know.
nist bad for me tc see. | know how he be
feeling right now. | know he be like, 'Well
Mommy don't love me ‘cause she didn't
~ome and get me this time.”

are

FParticipants  aiso  perceive that children

affected by spercing so much time away from
then parents



"l have three children. a 4-year-oid, a 13-
year-oid, and a 17-year-oid.  When my
daughter was born, since my first-born_ |
had always taken them to child care. |t
affects them in that we spend very litlie
time together. | work from 9:00 to 6:30. |
ge! home around €:30 or 7:00 1t affects
them because when they get home from
schooi, theyre home alone. alone
They're growing up by themseives In that
respect, yes, my middie child's personality
nas changed recently. | believe that this is
due. in part, 1o that they have to spend sao
much tme alone, without me knowing how
they are In reality. one doesn't know
what to do. Up to now, he hasn’t done
anything wrong, but his personality 1s
changing. | think for the same reason.”

Some parents perceive thal ther chidren are
expenencing school and behavioral problems and
atinbute these to the fact that they are spending
inng nours alane or in child care,

“The ume thal t you know, being away
from him, | think 1s maybe a litle more of a
negative impact on him because he's in
school - preschool nine hours a day. The
teacher has told me that you know
sometimes he'll lay in the ground outside
on the playground and say that he wants
his mommy. 5ot think that he misses me
21pt And. um. he's having a hard time ~

Although several focus group members worried
about how ther absence, due to work or job
search. affected their children this was not the
oniy concern  raised Even when physically
present, 2 worn-cut parent can be unavailable
emotionally and otherwise.

‘And then when | he--sometime when | be
stressed out, | be like, You know my
baby wants attention.’ He's only two and a
halt. so of course ne gonna want attention
Seq just feel like. 'Oh my o Goe
sometimes | feel ke killin® mysel! Cuz it
be 59 pad. And i just can’t give him what
he wants ‘cuz he wants it And mt's like,
Just feave mommy alone ust leave
mommy alone.” He's still, "Mommy but |
want-—~Mommy! L be like. 'Ch, God ™

impacts on Families and Children

Tne picture that emerges from welfare-to-work
participants in the focus groups about the impact
of CalWQRKs on themselves and their families is
n maost part very positive. When parents who had
not previously been working find jobs, especially
when the jobs are ones to which they have
aspired, they describe a number of positive
impacts. These mpacts include not only
increased household resources, but aiso betler
family relationships and greater self-confidence
must be noted. however, that some of the focus
group members were unhappy because they
worked in jobs that did not advance their career
objectives, and did not necessarily gad to long-
term economic seif-sufficiency. In adaition, those
recipients who failed to find jobs quickly reported
increasing levels of stress on themselves and ther
families. For both workers and job-seekers, the
fact that CalWORKs subsidizes child care was a
major benefit. At the same time many parents
worned about the quality of care thew children
were recewving, while some working parents
wondered about the consequences of lack of time
that they had for their children. Finaily especially
for single parents bearing the “double burden”™ of
employment and housework, drained them
physically and emotionally

The focus groups were primarity drawn from
among adult CalWQORKs recipients who had
recently fimshed the GAIN  welfare-to-work
orertation, sc CalWORKs recipients who were
“no shows’ were not heard from for this report. in
addiion. little was heard about aspects of
CalWORKs not directly related to employment.
For example, mothers were not asked whelher the
“family cap” provision of CalWwORKs had affected
then decisiorn about intended family size and the
mpact of residence requirement for teens on their
and path tc economic self-

parenting  skifls

suffleiency



Conclusions

In conclusion, between January 1998 and QOctobe:
of 1999. welfare parents increasingly moved oH
welfare rolis, and single mothers moved to jor the
Farents who left welfare for work
However

workforce
became less lkely to return o aid
many families who left welfare, did nol receive the
health coverage and Food Stamps for which they
might have been eligible. Legai immigrants, wh
were unsure about their ehigibility for aid or about
the repercussions of accepting aid. shied away
from the welfare system '

The observed indicators in the target communities
related to family. chiig and community weli being
improved or detenorated in the same manner as in
the County as a whole This suggests that
CalWORKs neither facilitated nor  impeded
progress for weifare families, in its imnial years of
implementation

Single-parent families that had been on aid for 8 or
more yaars increased by 18 percent in the first twn
years of the reform period  This relative increase
n long-term cases reflects multiple barniers o
independence faced by parents n long-term
cases

Thus study alsc found evidence that the wages of
single mothers remained flal  while marned
mothers’” wages had a propensity to increase

While employment rates did not  increase
substantially, program participation in the weltare-
to-work program components necreased

significantly in the first two years of welfare reform
In addition. adults who worked and continued v
recewve cash aid were hkely to work more hours

Foverty rates dechned among two-parent familes
and ncreased onlv shghily  (about percen
among  smgle-parent famihes Therg iz alsn
evidence that welfare leavers may he becommnag
self-sufficient. The proportion of participants that

returned 1o gid within six months dechned by abo!

oy
L3

1G percent in the second year of the CalWORKs
program

This mitial round of observing and anatyzing
trends has contributed significantly to knowledge
about the impact of welfare reform in Los Angeles
County, but there is much more to learn. For
ingtance. why did the proportion of cases under
two-years-old and over five-years-old increase.
while cases in the middle—two-to five-years—
decline as a proportion of all cases between
January 1998 and October 19957 f so. has this
trend continued or changed in recent years? The
growing fraction of “young” cases is indicative of a
higher level of turnover. As predicted by many
scholars, as f{amilies with mild or moderate
problems are helped to leave welfare, the “hard
core” or “hard to serve” are an increasing fraction
of those who remain.

The evidence regarding those who left welfare
remains inconclusive. Studies indicate most
leavers felt themselves, at ieast in the first several
months. better off, and a small, but significant,
minority felt worse off. In late 1999, the State of
California conducted a Statewide phone survey of
former recipients who had left aid in 1998 and
1999 *'  They found that 51 percent of
respondents  felt that they were doing befter
overall, and 43 percent were better off financially
than they had been while on cash aid. On the
other hand. 16 percent felt that they were warse
off overall and 26 percent—a full one-quarter—feit
that they were worse off financially than they had
been while on aid  Most of the remainder said that
they were coing no differently than they had while
an awl Many leavers reported suffering hardships
after ending their welfare receipt, such as having
to o hungry occasionally or being unable to pay
biis  In the California study mentioned above,
one-guarter of the respondents reported having “g
yreat deal of difficulty” or “quite a bit of difiicuity”
paying ther bils, and another quaner reponted
‘some difficulty " A national study indicated that



some leavers (18 percent) often go hungry. but on
this and most other measures of hardship
exciuding abilty to pay bills, welfare recipients
were worse off than ieavers ' Another California
study conducted in 2000 and based on
admunstrative  data, found that on  average
welfare leavers in the State samed $3.665 per
guarter, which is 106 percent of the Federai
Poverty Threshold for a family of one adult and
two children '™ If the average was barely above
the poverty level, many leavers, if not most. had
incomes below the poverty level-—especially since
the 48 percent of leavers who had less than $100
N quarterly mcome were not computed inlo the

average. This makes the difficulies of welfare
leavers. more understandable it also helps
explain why the majonty of the lieavers (87

percent) n the California phone survey stili

recewved some form of Medi-Cal assistance, and

19 percent  were Food  Stamops

154

recenving
assistance

The Califorma findings are consistent with a study
of singie-parent welfare leavers i Washimgton
State. where &0 percent of survev respondents
said that they were now better off than they had
been on welfare 77 percent said thewr situation
was about the same, and 18 percent reported
being worse off *° Of thuse who were worse off,
58 percent said they would bkely return to aid
within six months  The California study did not
inciude a comparable tabulation, but did find that
only 10 percent of all leavers expected 1o return ¢
aid within a vear and of those not working at the
e of the survey, only 20 percent felt that they
would return o add  The finding tha! about 20
percent of leavers return after six months suggests
else  being equal, leavers may be
overoptimistc about ther prospects. Wha! needs

hat  all

be explored more fully i why the worse-cff

manorty and. to g

oime extent, the jarger group of

farmibes that are not better off] were domg poorly

why  they et ari and whether they could be

helped withir the constramts of Federal tims hmite

o
Lyl

This report ends with the voices of welfare
recipients because the recipients provide a
reminder of how many aspects of an aided family's
iife can be affected by welfare reform.  Drawing
from the stories recipients told, a composite
pertrait could be painted of a single-parent family
participating in the CalWORKs welfare-to-work
program. The mother sought work and needed
transportation  Her college student son helped
her, put at the cost of neglecting his education.
Her preschool daughter wondered where her
mother had gone. Once the mother found work,
her grade school son was proud and the family's
finances improved, but she had no time to spend
helping her son with homework or supervising him
after  school. Unsupervised in a bad
neighborhood—the only neighborhood the mother
coutd afford—-she feared that her young son wouid
get into trouble. While the accent here may be on
the negative, this excerpt highlights that the
mobility of CalWORKs families cut of poverty has
many challenges and not without pain

Self-sufficiency

As DPSS3 has increasingly turned its attention to
helping families not just leave welfare, but also
prepare for the road {o long-term seli-sufficiency.
the complexity of their mussion has increased.
Prebminary studies on the impact of welfare
reform show that while the new reform has been
successful in making welfare recipients work, most
of their earnings have been in low-wage jobs and
not sufficient to raise their family out of poverty,
suggesting that a lot more needs to be done to
move welfare recipients beyond low-wage, dead-
and jobs and intc jobs with a living wage and fong-
term growth opportunmes.‘ss This must be done
while not displacing other workers and causing
othier famiiies to become welfare- reliant

Indications are that the majority of families that teft
weifare dwi so when they were still eligible for
assistance Onty 22 percent of the cases
discontinued in Los Angeles County in September
for exampie, were terminated because the
famity was ciearly no longer eligibie for aig—



another € percent were ineligibie because of
earnings  The process af self-sufficiency may be
undermined if parents who find jobs leave welfare
immediately because they are afraid of losing
time-limited benefits. Inability to take advantage of
Career-poosting resources designed to sustam
self-sufficiency could ultimately iead to more
barriers and extend the overall usage
welfare reform system through repeated cycles of
aid

of the

Next Steps

This report 13 the first in 2 seres of annual reports
on the impacts of welfare reform i Los Angeles
County. Several research questions have been
dentified that were not addressed in depth in this
report, but which CES believes should be
analyzed in greater depth in the future These
questions include.

+  Why did parents choose o leave welfare
earty or betore they were inehigible”

+  Why did welfare leavers not use benefits for
which they were qualified?

+ Why did ehgible immigrants fail to take

advantage of cash aid and Medi-Cal?

* Did the rapid entry of welfare recipients into
the workforce displace other working people
from jobs?

» |f welfare parents and welfare ieavers were
displacing other working people from their
jobs. which types of jobs and jobholders were
most affected”?

White not all of these questions may be
answerable just yet, future reports that use survey
data along with administrative records may help
shed further light on the issues underlying these
problems.



Appendix A. Notes on Data and Methods

To spare the casual reader from  lengthy
discussions of technical details in the body of the
report, these discussions have been placed in this
appendix The primary data sources for this report
were United States Bureau of the Census surveys
administrative records from a variety of public
agencies m Los Angeles County and the State of
Califcrnia, surveys  and focus groups
conducted by CES  General information on these
data scurces and on the calculation of specific

anc

staustcs are provided here

United States Bureau of the Census Surveys
Popuiation Estimates

For purposes of comparing trends over time, a
relianie series of annual population
estimates  for Angeles County were
CES estumated s own series from a
vanety  of  dats  souttes. because I was
determuned that the official population estimates

censistern:
Los

NECRSSary

were not consistent and reliable

Official Census Bureau estimates of the populationr
County caused difficulties for

of Los Angeles
3] First, intercensal estimates do

everal reasons
not adwst for the undercount of the Los Angeles
County populationn The Census Bureau estimates
that it taled t¢ count about 300,000 Angelenos i
the 1990 Census. Undercount rates were
particuiarly  high among  children and  Afnican
Americans  An astmaltec 14 percent of African
Amerncan children were not counted in the 1980
Census  Undercount adjustments are estimated
from prin, deatn. and imterstate mugration, and do
nat adeguately control for imternational migration
which = dispropertionatety high i Los Angeles
Secord ihe Census Bureau's intercensel
understate growth i the

County
nopulation
Lus Angeles County population because they rety
heavily on measures thal do not accurately
caplure the populator of an immgration center

eshrmates

The Census Bureau refies on the number of tax
returns and Medicare administrative numbers 1o

W

estimate growth in the population. These
measures understate growth in the Los Angeles
County population because they do not control for
the fact that Los Angeles County poverty means
that righer proportions of Angelenos are not
required to file tax retumns. Further, these
estimates fail to adjust for the fact that elderly
immigrants are often not served by programs such
as Medicare Third, the undercount adjustment
factors are likely understated because they do not
adequately measure the likely population of
immigrants in the Los Angeles County area

Urban Research produces annual demographic
estimates for Los Angeles County that do controt
for these problems. However, these estimates
were not consistent across time and thus were not
useful for this project. Although Urban Research
estimates are considered reliable estimates of the
population in a given year, the new information
abou! popuiation is not used to adjust historical
gstimates of population. For example, if new
evidence of growth among the Hispanic elderly
were found. this would impact the current-year
population estimates but would not be used 10
adjust past estimates. Urban Research is now in
the process of researching how to adjust past
estimates accurately

Population estimates made by the California
Department of Finance were examined, but
rejected because they appeared to be inconsistent
n a manner similar to the Urban Research
estimates. The Department of Finance pcpulation
estimate for Los Angeles County was essentially
the officiat Census estimate back in the early
1990s. bu has since grown to exceed the
undercount-adjusted population estimates
Nonetheless, the Depantment of Finance
characienzes their estimates as nof adjusting for
thee  undercount They likely understate the
population of children and African Amencans and
seem o overstate the population as a whole  CES
nas informed the California Department of Finance



about these apparent problems with  ther
estimates, and expect 1o see the State produce
revised estimates for Los Angeles County i the

fisture

The Current Population Survey was not a useiu
source as its populaticn counts were manipulated
Bureat's
State

o be consistent with the Census
undercount-adjusted  estimates  of the

population.

Finally. CES received the United States Bureau of
Labor's (BLS) estmates of the Q-
instituticnal population of Los Angeles County over
the time pericd  These estimates were found tc
be consistent ard reasonably precise  The BLS
controls for the undercount ir the Los Angeles
County population. and develops s estimates
through a rnigorous modeling process. The BLS
estimates are produced by a signal-noise filtration
model that reduces random noise in the estimates
and 1z specitically talored o model the
l.os Angeles County population

owilian

CES used the BLS estimates of the civiban, non-
nstituticonat popuation aged 16 and clder as the
basis tor However. additional
adustments were regured {0 eshimate the entire
civilian, non-institutional population. specifically for
childrer: under age 16€. In order to estimate this
poputation, the mstitutwnalized component of the
Los Angeles County child population was
estimated using the percentage of children
institutionalized in the 1990 Census of Population
Ther, undercount adjustment was applied for the
chitd populatior to calculate the numbers of
chitdrer presumed o be uncounted

its  estimates

inoorder to estimate the resident population, CES
made adjustments o 15 estimates detaled in the
preceding paragrach to include members of the
armed forces and msutationalized persons The
armed forces esurmales were made from Census
data wr the armed forces population nationwide
and were adjuster to Los Angeles County usmg
1990 imformation on the location of the armed
forces  This technique tikely overstates the armed

forces population in Los Angeles County, because
cutbacks in military personnel are considered to
be higher in Los Angeles County than the national
average The institutionalized population was
estimated from a combination of data sources,
inciuding Census Bureau estimates of the nationai
nstitutionalized population and the proportion of
the Los Angeles County population
institutionalized according to 1990 Census data.
The resulting estimates of the resident population
were closer to the undercount-adjusted population
estimates produced by the United States Census
Bureau than 1o any of the other sources of
population estimates

As stated above, for the purposes of comparing
trends over time, CES required consistency in the
population estimates. Although the estimates that
were used suffer from some limitations in the
undercount adjustment factors used, CES
considered these o be the most reliable
consistent population estimates avaiiable at the
time the analyses were conducted

Census of Population and Housing

The 1990 Census of Population and Housing was
used for estmating population and poverty at the
Census tract level in the County. For population
estimates, the 100 percent count data from the
Summary Tape Files {STF) was used for tract-
level data about the County For poverty
estimates at the tract level, the Census sampie of
7 percent of the population who are given the long
survey form to complete was used These data
were drawn from the STF files.

For purposes of calculating gender ratios by race
and age group, the non-institutional portion of the
population was calculated percent
samipie of records called the Public Use Microdata
Sampltes (PUMS)

from a &

Current Population Survey (CFS)

The CPSs were used for a number of additional
measures and were also used for making local



area poverty estimates. CPS s @ monthly survey
conducted by the Bureau of the Census. itis a
nationat household survey reaching
approximatety 135000 people mn about 35000
famibes each month s igbor market focused
The Census Bureal admunisters a labor market
questionnaire as part of the Current Populalion
Survey i each montty on behalf of the United
States  Bureau ©f Labor Statistics. This
questionnaire forms the basis of local and national
official unemployment estimates Researchers are
provided access 1w one-quarter of the sample
used for purposes of official estimates. These
data are known as the Qutgoing Rotation Groups
The Outgomng Rotations data covers 370.000
peopie in roughly 100,000 households in a given
The Los Angeles County portion of the
sampie  covers 13000 people in 3000
nhouseholds  Because the sampie size for these
data s roughly three times larger than the sampie
the data are considered
sub-state  and

year

size o8 given maonth,
more  accurate  particularly  for
metropolitan ares estimates

Rotations  data were used 1o
rates and unempioyment by
gender, and family headship
They were also used to estimate
demographic  characteristics of the population
such  as  famulv headship numbers  for  the
Los Angeles metropoiitan  area Whenever
possibie. we used v ynemployment estimates
made Dy the Bureau of Labor Statistics because
‘ghable  These estimates are
and are fitered

The
estimate
education
status

Ohutgotng
wage
status

they are muore

based on larger sampie size

through a signai-roise mode!

The March component of the Current Population

Survey was uxed o estimate nealth insurance
coverage, moomes  and poverty status for the
Los Angeies  metropolitan  area Tre healh

nsuranTe agmaustered iy the
March survey as are detaled questions on income

Health: msurance

guestionnare s

amounts  and souces The

questionnare underwent significant redesign 1

1994 during the tme period under anaiysis.
Although an attempt has been made to control for
design changes in making our estimates, the
estimates  for  1882-1984  are not  entrely
comparable to the estimates for the 1995-1999

penod

The weights used in the CPS provide researchers
with information on the number of people in the
population  represented by each  survey
respondent. On average, each Los Angeles
County resident surveyed represents 750 other
residents in the Qutgoing Rotations data and
represents 1,700 other residents in the March
survey data

These weights are not entirelty rehable for the
Los Angeles County area and were adjusted by
Urban Research to account for Census Bureau
errors and underestimates of the Los Angeles
County population.  Although the weights do
attempt to control for the undercount of
Califorrians. they are not designed by the Census
Bureau to control for inaccurate population
estimates at the sub-State level. Urban Research
developed more accurate Los Angeles County
population estimates and used these to adjust the
Current Population Survey weights. The accurate
popuiation  estimates are  essentially the
undercount-adjusted Los  Angeles  County
population of civilians who are not institutionatized

Administrative Records

Administrative records are data on cases Qf
incidents  that are collected by government

agencies strictly or primarily for their own internal
use in day-to-day operations. Although
administrative records may be paper-based. this
report retfers only to data collected and processed
through administrative computing systems.  For
this  report.  administrative records  that
provided by a variety of sources were used.

were

Typically, administrative records have full or near-
full coverage of the population of interest—a big
contrast to the sample surveys described above.



On the other hand, administrative records present
ther own probdems. As members of a research
team that has worked extensively with data from

Californa State and County agencies have noted

“Aomiistrative data systems often have
tramendous gaps it the reporting of some
Hoems-——especially those that are unrelated

tc the husiess purpose of the data
svstem.  and  indwividuals or cases
sometmes get iost pecause of faulty

matching I addition, administrative datz
systeme often suffer from severe problems
of aon-comparable data, poor
decumentation, and unrebiable data

The result s that admunistrative records are often
difficuir 1o properly utilize for research purpeoses
Prope: administrative records  requires
syster--specific Knowledge that typically resides
only nside the agency providing the data "hat
means mat successful research depends on the
ot the data-supplying agency to go well
transfernng  the data to

use of

withinghess
gl

Dy

rEsedr T

Empfovment Employment Development

Depart e

Empioymient and joi growth estimates in the first
part of this document are based on administrative
records piovided by the Califorma Employment
Developmem under a confidential
data contract with SIB The data are used for
purpeses of tracking employment and earnings for

Depantment

local and national statistics The data are
considered the most accurate avaidable data for
purpcser ot adentfying employment levels  at
indvidua! busimessses. and for purposes  of
estimatng emiplovyment i sub-national and sub-
State areas The dats cover the vas! majority of
employers g cover 35290 percent of the oo

workior

Researcn  matched  the  agdministrative

recordgs onomdhividual business establishments i
LOS Angeies Dounty 14 geographi database i

Urban

order to determine the geographic location of the
individual businesses

The data are incomplete in that they do not include
the self-employed and certain businesses exempt
Unemployment insurance reporting
requirements The self-employed constitute
roughty 10 percent of the local workforce. Exempt
business establishments are primarily farming and
religious institutions and constitute an insignificant
share of the local labor force. The employment
counts reported to the Califormia Employment
Development Department inciude full-time and
parl-ime workers; however, they do not inciude
student workers, interns, and unpaid volunteers.

from

The underlying data are somewhat flawed for the
purposes ot geographic coding Smaller
businesses with multiple branches do not
necessarily report the precise location of each
branch and may sum all their employment and
allocate it to their main focation. Some businesses
report a malling address outside the County and
do not provide the actual site address, and these
businesses are aliocated geographically on the
basis of the geographic distribution of employment
at businesses with useful addresses located inside
County boundaries.

The employment estimates are made by Urban
Research and account for employment that is not
reported to the State, for imperfections in the
business establishments' addresses as well as
imprecision in the geographic matching process
Tne reader should be advised that employment
estimates are more precise for larger geographic
areas and iose precision as they are estimated at
smaller geographic levels such as Census tracts.

Fublic Assistance. DPSS

DPSS provided CES with monthiy electronic
zopies of case records of CalWORKs reciptents
starting with Aprit 1998 These records allow the
determination of how many people were aided
duning each month, which people were registered
with the GAIN weifare-to-work program and similar



guestions  Fersonal identifiers are present in
these data  allowing the possibility of tracking
mndividuals and cases over time  Included in these
data are wformalion on tems such as the type of
s beng provided, the amount of aid provided
the late aid pecame effective. the gross
carnings of household memopers, the address of
aidec cases the prthplace (by state or country) of
aded persons and the pnmary language spoken
by GAIN participants DPSS keeps records on
CalWwORKs recipients i a number of different data
systemis  IBPS and COMS are case management
systems that have information about aid eligibility
and  payimants The GAIN Employment and
Actvily Reporting System (GEARS) is the GAIN
welfare-to-work system. and it tracks individuals
tha  cases GEARS has become
mcreasingly multipurpose. now handiing
information atout child care and other services
recewved by non-welfare-to-work aid
recipents Welfare Case Managemen
information System (WCMIS) 1z a data system
that fas basy case and aid information. updateo
only when participants move or aid types are
added, changed. or terminated

the

rather

that can pe
Ihe

May 1 the DPSS Pasadenas
Assistance  Paymemnts office  transilioned onto
LEADER. and the DPSS South Family Aids office
oned them o October 1. 1898, Together the
Pasadena and South Family offices handle about
total Los Angeles County
CalW(RKs caseload.  Data obtained before the
offices LEADER shows thal adult
recipients handied by the Pasadena and South
Famity offices were less tikely 1o be emploved and
significantly rmare ikely 1o be envolled in the GAIN
prograre than recients at other offices.  Twenty-
ight percent of aduits from the two offices were
GAIN o Apnii 1988 byt
i other adults were enrclied i

As o 1gad

B percent of ne

movesd o

anrotied e anly

22.5 percent i

GAIM Since the cases nandied by these offices
are systematicalty differest than the County
CAaseloan  ag whole omirting  them  from

calcuiatons waould miraducs “selection tas

100

An alternative to omitting these offices from
calcuiations was to create estimates for the offices
based on past trends. This method has its
virtues-—we would be presenting counts of
recipients, for instance, that would be closer tc the
actual number for the County—but it could aiso
introduce “trend blas’—an error resulting from the
extrapolation of past trends, CES decided against
making a blanket decision for all tabulations. but
instead decided to choose between one of three
alternatives for each calculation that would either:
a) omit the two offices from the entire calculation,
Dy omit the two offices only when there was nc
data for them, or ¢) use straight-line extrapolations
for the data points that were missing. The tables
and figures in this report are marked accordingly

Data on CalWORKs cases and aided persons are
kept primarily in the IBPS data system. CES
receives a monthly extract of IBPS data; this
extract {(which also inciudes data from CDMS) is
commonlty referred to as FOCUS. The extracts
that CES did receive are subsets of the full
database in two ways. First, they do not include
ail cases. The full database includes many cases
that are no longer active The extract inciudes
inactive cases only if they have become inactive
during the extract month.

Second, there are many data elements in the
original FOCUS data that are not part of the
extract file For a variety of purposes DPSS
administrative data needs to be matched with data
from other agencies, and this matching requires
possession of participant names. (Please note
that all of these matched data are kept strictly
confidential and are not released to any agencies,
nciuding DPSS.) Because the FOCUS extract
does not include the names of persons receiving
aid, CES has had to retrieve WCMIS data. which
does nclude names, and merge the two data
sources before performing the match.

Cire aspect of the FOCUS extract that has caused
CES some difficulty is the way in which household
and family members are handied. Each type of



assisiance that DPSS provides has a different set
frules regarding which househoid members are
» nol W be included in the "assistance unit”
IBPS handles this by creating multiple
each of which corresponds to
A specific

separate families,”
the Al lor a specific type of aid
househoid member may appear (i all or none of
tne Alis  The denufiers assigned to each person
n the case are not consistent across Als, and the
tamily relationship codes used in IBPS are of low
quatlity, so i s difficull to determine precisely how
targe the nousehold s, who 1s 1n the housenoid
and the family. what aid they are receiving, ang
how they are related  Furthermore. there is no
reliable way o determine whether or not any
unaided persons in the househoid that are listed
as AU members still live in the hausehoid

These difficuites were most senous as an attempt
was made to determine how CalWORKs family
mzomes compared o the Poverty Threshoid for &
tarmily o a grven size  In many instances, it was
not clear how many people were living in the
nousenold, and it was often atso not clear how any
of the persons i the household were related (o
gach other  Using a varety of techniques. it was
possibie to develop the approximations that were
used n the poverty tables. Since LEADER does
not divide cases intc separate families and smce
its famdy refationship tracking is much maore
developed compared 1o IBPS, it 1s expected that
LEADER, will yteld more accurate poverty {(and
other) calculations

Chitd Welfare, DCFS

LCFS wwestigates allegauons of child abuse and
neglect  and programs o protect
children who are venfied victims. These programs
nclude Manmtenance ™ in which DCFS

workers monitor the famiy 1o ensure that children

aaministers
Famy

are being oropen sy cared for. Family Reunifica-
on an actions ae aken o prepare the family for

tha! been
the household. and

children are

remntegraton of  orddren have

temipr acly removed from

Farmgnent Placemesnt T in whieh

permanently remicved fro their parents’ care.,

i)t

New referrals received by DCFS are initially
classified under the category “Emergency
Response” while the agency attempts to verify that
a probiem exists. When that determination 1s
made, a case either becomes “substantiated” or 1s
dropped  Substantiated cases can remain as
Emergency Response (ER) for some time while a
decision is made on the disposition of the case. in
any given month, most new cases will be
classified as ER.

DCFS prepared special data extracts for CES with
case 1D, name, parental address, social security
number, program type, and other information. For
each year from 1992 through 1887, DCFS
provided files with a snapshot of their caseload at
the end of the month of October. DCFS also
provided snapshots of their caseload in December
1998, and in every month from February 19938
through the present. The earlier files (October
1992 through October 1997} included large
sumbers of referrals mixed in with the verified
(substantiated) cases. but the later files (after
October 1997) did not. The referrals were
classified as ER. and were not distinguishable
from the small numbers of ER cases that had
been substantiated and had not vyet been
transferred to another program. In order to ensure
comparability across the years, all records
classified as ER were dropped.

Dropping ER cases has the unfortunate resuit of
enforcing biases already inherent in the methods.
The major source of bias is the fact calcuiations
are based on data for a single month during the
year For reasons of practicality, DCFS was only
able o supply CES with one data extract per year
‘or the years 1992-97.  After conferring with
OCFS. October was chosen as the target month
wor each of these years. There are some seasonai
ups  and downs in DCFS caseioads, and.
according to DCFS, October tends to be an
average month

Each October file gives us a snapshot of cases
that were open at the end of that mornth  These



incivde cases that were initiated many years
before and have not yet been resclved. Cases are
not mcluded cases that were initiated earlier in the
out that were resolved and closed before the
end of October This means that there is a bias in
our data towards  longer-termt cases. The
proportion of DCFS cases that last less than 3
vesr s not presently known and so the extent to
whicri these cases are underrepresented in CES's
‘abuizbions  cannot  be stated Based on
conversations  with  DCFS, however, i waould
appear that many of the ER cases that are to be
aropped  wili become  short-lerm cases, and
therefore dropping these ER cases exacerbales
the  methodological bias.  While this bias s
undesirable. # 18 presently unavoidable, and. n
any ovenl. the longer-term cases that are bemng
captured tend 1 be the more serious ones.

year

Rates of incidence within a specific geographical
unit are normaily  calculated by counting  the
number of modents within that unit and dividing
this by the population subject t¢ this specific kind
of modent. in thas particular instance. the number
ot substanbated cases of child abuse and neglect
aecuming during 8 year is counted and then
divider by the numoer of children (persons under
age 151 For this report, CES calculated rates for
midividual Census tracts, for local communities.
and for the whole County. Community-level
eslimates were hased on the counts of incidents
and cnildren in their constituent Census tracts
County-level eslimates were also based on
aggregation tfrom the Census tract level. Cases
were assigned to specific Census tracts based on
the “family of ongin’ address, not the placement
address  That s, for children placed in foster care
o ather care outside ther parents’ homes the
address of ther famny of ongin was used as the
the zase This s justified because the
zation wouid normally have taken place al
The family's

the nome of Ine famiyv of ongin

address was geccaded oy CES

dunng
First. it

; system Uansition at DCFS
1997 and 1998 affected us In three ways

was the computer system transition that caused
DCFS to send data on only substantiated cases
after 1997, when they had sent data on some
unsubstantiated referrals for earlier vyears
Second, because of the transition, the 1997 data
was incomplete. missing the cases managed by
an office in the South Bay, and DCFS was unable
to supply a file for October 1998 (CES used the
December file they supplied in its place). The
DCFS Lakewood office switched computer
systemns in early 1997, resulting in a substantia!
undercount in the October 1997 file for nearby
areas. especially Central Long Beach, Compton.
and Wilmington-Harbor  City. Because the
L.akewood office handled roughly 12 percent of the
DCFS annual caseload, totals for that year have
been weighted accordingly.

Trurd., with the old computer system, DCFS was
able to supply valid addresses for almost all
cases The December 1998 file did not include
addresses at all. and later files had a lower
proporiion of valid addresses than had been the
case with the 1992-97 files. Because of the
missing addresses, we did not use December
1998 data in Table 13. (December 1998 data
were used in Table 14, where addresses were not
relevant.) CES experimented with weighting post-
1997 data to compensate for the lower proportion
of valid addresses, but it was determined that this
was unnecessary and might have resulted In
distorted findings

Te obtain the results shown in Tabie 14, chiidren
in the DCFS files were matched against families
and children in DPSS case fiies. Each DCFS file
was matched against the DPSS case records for
the same “target” month. CES searched for
malches on case and person number, name and
Sacial Security number. These were matched
with PSS case and person number, Social
Security number, and applicant name. This was a
‘probabiiistic” matech  conducted  using the
Automatch software package, and it allowed a pair
of records to be considered “a match” even when
they did not agree 100 percent. Care was taken to



very figh probabitity matches
Matches were dentified at the
casel level because many of the
chilgren hy DCFS would be in
temporary or permanent out of home placement
and might not be included in DPSS case records
Ahchidrer monitored by DCFS who matched a
DPSS case were counted separately

that oniy

were selected

ensure

farmiy «or DF

momiored

After completing the match, CES selected only the
childrer wno whose DCFS cases opened in the
prol year tnclusive of the month from which the
DCFS fie was drewn—the “target month’s CES
estimated rates of neglect and abuse by dividing
the number of onildren selected by the number of
chidren aided under CalWORKs in the target
montn Pigase note that the number of
CalWCORKs aided children in the target month 1s
approximaton of the “true” source
popuiauon size  The children who were 1n out of
farement dunng the target month were
Drohe ! the month's
CaiWRKs aded chidren. Furthermore, most of
the DURS cases onginated before the target
month and the tumbaer of children would probabiy
have beer targer i the month in which the case
opened. given the continuing downward trend i
CalWORKs caseloads  Another point to note s
that some of the linkages between children and
CalWORK: cases i[denlified through the matching
process may e ol children placed inte rather than
out of CalWORKs families. Families that take in
related 1oster children may become eligible for
CaiWORKs assistance as a result.  These cases
thetr numbers
1o have no

ordy an

moume
']

netl ncluded in count of

were not counted separately. but
siraft enough as
the incidence rates that were

sppesr o

signfinant impact o

caloulate

Vs, Sletistics

Denarrment of Heaith Services

county Depanment of Healtn
 herthy and death statistics from all
o' those in Long Beach and

P TICI =B S

The rezigences of mothers  and
ersons were geocoded N order o
snort oo s data gt the tract level. The main

YR

measures used were Teen Births, Low Birth
Weight. and Infant Mortality. Rates for teen births
were calculated using births among teens divided
by the number of teens age 10-17 in the County
{taken from population estimates) mulliplied by
1,000. Rates for low birth weight were calculated
by using data on births less than 2.500 grams as
the numerator and all births for that year as the
denominator.  Infant mortality was calculated as
the number of infant deaths divided by all births for
that year {muitiplied by 1,000).

The Cahformia Department of Heaith Services also
collects vital records data. The cities of Long
Beach and Pasadena collect birth and death data
from their iocal hospitals. These data are sent 1o
the State. Annual birth and death data for the
entire County, with zip codes but not addresses,
can be retrieved from the California Department of
Health Services. CES does not have this data for
all target years. and did not use this data

Education

Los Angeles County Office of Education

Each February all Los Angeles County schools
submit to the LACOE a count of CalWORKs-aided
students who were attending school in the district
during the preceding October. For the County and
for each community, we calculated the proportion
of students who were from CalWORKs families,
dividing the count of CalWORKs-aided students by
the total number of students enrolled tn public and
private  schools. We present annual school
dropout rates for grades 9-12. These are
calculated by dividing the total number of chiidren
leaving grades 9-12 during the school year,
including transfers, but not graduates. by the total
number of students enrolied at any time during the
scheol vear

Calfornia Department of Education

The 3tale of Calfornia Department of Education
rollects statistical data from school districts on
(K-12) demographics and
Some of these data are made

achool-level
achigvement



avaliabie to the publc through the web. Among
the siatistics released are. for each schoot in the
Lounty, the proportion of children receiving free or
subsidized school lunches, the number of children
enroiied, the proportion of children who are
ctassfied as LEPR  the national percentile scores
for eacn grade on the SAT/Y standardized test.
and the propurtion who are from CalWORKs-aided

famiiies

Communities. School [kstricts, and Schoof
Reporting
many school

Los Angetes County 18 home {C

districts. Some of the school districts serving our

target  communities are  local “unified”  schoot
districts meaning  they cover elementary
middieintermediate and tigh  schools Some

distncts handie only elementary or only high
sohoct students The districts sometimes serve &
single muricipality and sometimes they combine

muitiple cliez and unincorporated areas of the

County. LAUSD is enormous, bul only serves a
fraction of the total school age population. Areas
within the City of Los Angeles are served by
LAUSD (and many private schools), bul areas
outside of the city are more likely served by
another district

Reporting community-level school statistics is thus
somewhat problematic. Where the community is
served by a unified school district. the SAT/S
scores we report are composite scores for the
entire district. For communities that are served by
school distrnicts that also serve other communities.
SATIO scores are presented for one randomiy
selected elementary school (for 3™ grade scores)
and one randomly selected high school (for g"
grade scores} within the community. Table 1A
lists the randomly selected schools.

Table 1A. Schools Selected to Represent Communities

Community

Schools

dSuvie Henghts (LAUSD)

Central Long Beach (Long

peach Unihied

Silmeroon-Harbor City (LAUS)

Facdiywened dL ST

fdiswion HidisPannrama City (LAUSD)

Hasemead (LALUSD

CalWORKs Evaluation Services Surveys

Between May 25 and June 10, 1999, CES fielded
survey research teams that visited ten CalWORKs
Tnese teams conducted survey

district affices

Evergreen Elementary

Theovore Roosevelt Senior High

Edison Elementary

{No high school within community)

Harbor City Elementary

Narbonne (Nathaniel) Senior High

Grant Clementary
Hollywood Senior High

Ranchito Avenue Elementary

{No hugh schoal within community)

Portrero Heights Elementary

Rosemead High

merviews with 131 aid recipients and 68 siaff

members (20 intake eligibility workers, 20
approved  eligibility workers, 20 ehgibility
supervisors, and eght  district  office  deputy

directors). This survey partly overiapped with the



survey helded by CES at 13 CaiWORKs district
offices in December 1998 and reported on in our
second  CalWORKs  evaiuation  report The
recipient survey included questions on services
recewved by recipienis at the CalWORKs offices
questions on whether staff explained vanious parts
of the CalWQRKs program to the recipients, and
on how well recipients’ families were doing under
CalWwORKs  (Answers 1o the "impact” questions
are nciuded in this report ) Staff members were
asked questions about CalWORKs implementation
and about changes in their work roles  (Staff
nerviews are notincluded in this report.)

CalWORKs Evaluation Services Focus Groups

CES .onducted several waves of focus groups
starting i December 1998 The initial wave
mcluded focus groups with both staff and welfare
recipients  The welfare recipients were chosen
from zmong those at one of two GAIN Regional
December 13988 recently
The rune groups

Mffices who had n
completed GAIN orientation
reported on here took place February-June 1999
Two of the groups inciuded nine participants from
the mtial December 1998 groups  Of the other
seven two groups were conducted in Spanish and
50 GAIN participants were included The groups
were conducted n three GAIN offices and one
CalWORKs distnict office. The database included
a total of 58 individuais

In additon to general questions about the GAIN
welfare-to-work program, focus group members
were asked impact questions. They were asked

about  how  parhcipation  in welfare-to-work
activities, including job search and employment
affectec their families’ econcmic, social and

psychoiogical well-being.  The findings reparted
s from observations, transcriptions and

from  participants  at

Ckss

esegrch comes
cfferert stages n therr ransition from welfare (o
with differert relations to the GAIN
Prograrr e 10ous groups consisted primartly of

Larticipents whose progress had been foliowed

wiitk and

since they were recruited during their Orientation
to GAIN in December 1998 They were
interviewed at that time and then again in the
winter and spring of 1999 Some of the
participants who attended focus groups n
December had dropped out, were exempt, or
otherwise unavailable, several substitutes were
recruited who, like the majority of the participants,
were either searching for a job or were working.
Ali participants in these groups came from two
regional GAIN offices selected to represent the
majority welfare Mispanic (immigrant and nalive-
born) and African American populations.  They
volunteered to participate we personally contacted
themn during an activity at these regional offices.

To understand the impact of GAIN, it was
important to include the employed in our study.
Three focus groups were recruited from
participants who were employed at least 32 hours.
Tris group was deliberately added 1o the sample
because few members of the original group had
full-time employment. These participants were
randomly selected from lists provided by one
district and one regional GAIN office.  These
offices were iocated in parts of the County that
enabled mclusion of more Whites and Asian
Americans in our sample (see Appendix B for a
fuller picture of the age, education, employment
status. immigrant status, and race/ethnicity of our
participants}.

During the focus groups participants were told
about the purpose of CES's research, the
importance of adding their voices to the County's
evaluation. and the themes that would be explored
n the focus groups. Each participant was given a
brief questionnaire about themselves and their
welfare-to-work status. Rules of conduct were
presented to encourage participation and avoid
domunance by a few indviduals.  To start the
sessions. participants were asked to tell a iittle
about themselves—their status in the transition
from welfare-to-work and how the program had
served or not served their needs. Most of the
discussion lime was devoted to the impact of



GAIN on themselves and ther families The
questions were general and open-ended,; the aim
was Lo capiure what was important to them and in
ther own words. I major iISsues were not covered
irubial responses, an attempt was
The

i opartcipants’
made o elinit more specihc responses

guestionnaire (see Appendix C) functioned as a
guide for the faciitators; it was not followed rigidly.
The order and priority of questioning was at the
group leader's discretion and depended on the
dynamic of the group.



Table 2A. Demograpbic Profile of Focus Group Members

Gender Fraquency Percentage
Female 38 7€
Malse 12 24
Fotai 50 100

Age Frequency Percentage
tnder 20 1 2
20 - 29 10 20
30~ 39 7 14
40 ~ 49 24 48
o4 - AU 6
Nao answer & 10
Total 50 100

Education Frequency Percentage
Ls) than high school - 17 34
Seme high schoo! &) 12
High school graduate 8 16
Some coliege 14 28
College graduate 4 g
No answer i 2
Total 50 100
Immigrant Status Frequency Percentage
Bom in United Statesmw 25 50
Born eisewhere 22 44
N answer 2 6
Foral 50 100
Race/Ethnicity frequency Percentage
Afncan—Americéﬁ% ) -~ 10 20
urg-Amencan 1¢ 20
Latinalo 26 52
AS1ar ! Z
Mixeo 4
Mo answer 1 <
100

Fotal

i
jkes

107



Table 3A. Frequency of Immigrant Status by Race/Ethnicity

Race/Ethnicity

African-Amencar:

Furo-Amencan

iating/n

Asian

Mixed

N answer

fotal

imm;gram?

Yes No Total
G 10 10
3 7 10
15 4 23
0 1 1
{ 2 2
G 0 4
28 24 50

Table 4A. Employment 5tatus of Focus Group Members in Detail

énr;\.pioyment Status Frequency Percentage
Unemployead N 16 32
cmployed 34 88

lotai 50 100
ér;;loyment Status in Detail ) Fregquency Percentage;
Nt working ~ Looking 12 24
Not working - Exempt 3 3
n S 1 Z
Working less than 32 hrs & 16
Working 32+ hrs/on aid 19 38
warking 32+ brs/no and 0 0
N answer 7 14

Total 50 100
How They Got the Job ' Frequency Percentage
1 iwfsu{;t’a GAIN B BT 29
NCT through GAIN 4 65
N answet Z b

Toted 34 100




A Note on Research Design

Teasing oul ympacts from  trends 18 not
atraightforward. Experimental designs are usually
the tool of chowce for distinguishing between
vulcomes we observe {“gross outcomes”) and
outcomes we can attnibute 10 the program m which
we are interested ("net effects”; On the other
nand. experimental methods are most effective
whern programs nave been fully implemented and
all smplementation-related problems have beer
addressed This s not yet the case with a
program as vast and new as CalWORKs

10y

Although  experimental designs create the
conditions  for  evaluators to perform various
statistical tests with confidence, they do not

effectively take into account the social context
effects and scale effects that play a role in
determining impacts on the subject population.
Expermental methods are largely adapted from
the laboratory environment, where researchers
have fuli control over research subjects; random
assignment and other aspects of the experimental
method decontextualize social action and distort
program effects



Appendix B. Additional Tables

CalW0ORKs Caseloads

Table 1B. Reasons for Discontinuation of CalWORKs Cases, September 1999
CalWORKSs/FG CalWORKs/U

Ne Eligible Child T a4 15% 143 15%
increased £amings 227 5% 129 13%
incredsed resources or other Income 42 1% 17 2%
inter-county Transfer/Moved/Cannot Locate 389 8% 46 %
CA 7 noncomphance 1.821 40% 362 36%
Other Client Initiative 1.520 31% 287 29%

Total 4,843 100% 984 100%

Source: State of California form ABCD 253 (2/94), CaWORKs-Family Groups and Unemployed
Report on reasons for discontinuance of cash grant, completed for Los Angeles County by DPSS

Note. Does not include transfers among CalWQORKs aid types. CA 7 noncompliance for
iJ and FG estimated from combined report  inciudes estimated caseload for the Pasadena

and South Family District Offices

Figure 1B. Primnary Language of CalWORKs Cases, April 1998 - April 1999

Enghsh
Spansh
Armen:an W Apr98
8 Apr 99

Zietnamese

Cambodan

Ither

~ N N o N N & & £
& & & 3 & & &

Source DPS53 Caseload Characteristics Report, Aprl 1998 and Apdl 1998



Table 2B. Distribution of Primary Language of CalWORKs
Participants, April 1998 and April 1999

April 1998 April 1999
Primary Language
%a %
English ‘ 60U B 59
Spanish 3z 33
Armenian 3 3
Vietnamese z 2
Cambodian 2 2
Other 2 2
Total aided 100 100

Source: Data for Apnil 1998 and Aprit 1999 from CES
tabulations of DPSS administrative data

Figure 2B. Distribution of Primary Language of CalWORKs cases in April of 1999.

Armenian

~Cambodian

Spanish

Vietnarmese -\ English

(Mher-

souroe PSS Caseload Charactenstics Report. April 1998

11



__Tabie 3B. Citizenship Status, Heads of New AFDC/CalWORKs Cases, 1996-1999

New AFDC/CalWORKs Legal Undocumented
Cases Citizens Immigrants Immigrants

Apri 1996 7754 0% 20% 20%

October 1996 7767 B89, 17% 17%

April 1247 5 84¢ 73%. 8% 18%

Dctober 1997 £.547% 73% 7% 18%

April 1998 3717 69% 15% 16%

October 1998 3617 67 % 15% 18%

Aprit 199% 3.942 66% 13% 20%

October 1999 3.061 B3% 156% 22%,

Source. Data for April 1996 through October 1997 taken from Table 1, Wendy Zimmerman and
Michael Fix, 1998, “Declining immigrant appiications for Medi-Cal and welfare benefits in Los Angeies
County.” Urban institute, Washington, D C. Data for April 1998 through October 1999 from SI1B
tabulations of OPSS administrative data,

Note' Headship deterrmuned by "first acult” for Urban institute, "Applicant” status for SIB. Percentages
do not sum to 100 due to the omission of cases with missing data for the citizenship of the head.

Totat monthly approvals do not equal official DPSS figures because they were compiled using
different methodologies Not adjusted for loss of Pasadena and South Family,

Labor Market. Income and Poverty

Figure 3B. Unemployment Rates, 19901999

{
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Figure 4B. Average Monthly Earnings of Aduit Welfare Recipients with Eamings

U ——
L
o

+ Women

[ T e et
Apr 199K (ot 1998 Apr 1999 et 1099

QAT+ e i o i - T T e Men

Source  CES tabulation from DRSS administrative data

Note  Average eamings are computed from gross eamings reported by recipients in their
rronthly income statements and include both GAIN enrollees and working parents not enrolled
i GAIN. Calculations exclude recipients enrolled at Pasadena and South Family offices.



Figure 5B. Number of Times Families Have Moved in the Past Year, Los Angeles County, 1999

More than twice

59, |
Twice
0%

Journe. CES Surveys. current recipients who have been on CalWORKs tor at least one year.

Notes  The figure shows answers to the survey question "How many times altogether (have you moved/did you move; i
the ganw year thatis, since May 19987
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Table 68. Percentage of Participants Who Have Gone Hungry
During the Last Year Because of Not Being Able to Afford to

Buy Food
Number of Cases Percent
Never 43 70%
Occasionally i7 27%
Often 2 3%
Tolal 62 100%

Source. GES Surveys, current recipients who have been on CalWORKSs for

at least one year.
Note: “Has there ever been a time in the last 12 months when you went hungry

because you could not afford to buy food?”

Table 7B. Percentage of Families Who Have Had Electricity Disconnected, Phone
Disconnected, or Have Had to Ask Others for Help When Money Was Tight, During the Last

Year

Electricity Phone Disconnected Asked family or friend
Disconnected for help
N Percent N Percent N Percent
re o 54 84% 36 58% 21 33%
Once g 13% 15 24% 8 13%
More than Once 2 3% 11 18% 34 54°%
Total 64 100% 62 100% 63 100%

Source CES Surveys, current recipients who have been on CalWORKs for at least one year

Note: Survey questions: "Has there ever been a time in the last 12 months when: Your electricity or heat was
twmed off because you could not afford to pay the bill; your phone was disconnected, or went without a phone, in
the past year because you could afford to pay. in the last year have you had to ask family or friends for heip when

money was tight?”

o



Figure 6B. Percentage of Chiidren in Single-Mother Families, Los Angeles County, 19921999

All

White
Black 54%

Hispanic

Asian and other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Percentage in Single Mother Families

Source.  Currert Population Survey, March Supplement, 1992-1999 Note: The base population s all children In
Los Angeles County. Percentages represent children in families headed by single fermnaies—not those headed by singie
males--as a proporion of all children



Table 8B. High School Dropout Rates, 1995-1998

District/Community 1995-1996 1996-1997 1997-1998

.08 Angeles Unifieg 9.24 736 4.95
Boyle Heights (LAUSD? 793 512 398
Central Long Beach (Lonyg Beach . . o
Unified)
Compton (Cormpton Unified: 8 66 €35 4 .82
Glendate (Glendale Unified) 0 44 1.30 0.62
Wiimington-Harbor City (LAUSD) 535 7.51 4.27
Haotlywood (LAUSD) 13.2¢ 519 3.23
Lancaster

Lancaster Elementary " * i

Antelope Valley Union High 107 213 1.78
Mission Hills - FPanorama City .- . .
(LAUST
Rosemead (LAUSD) : ) y
Westmont (LAUSD) 1550 9.30 6.80

Source: Educational Demographics Office, California Department
of Education, hitp://www.cde ca. qov/idemographics/.

Nate: Boyle Heights, Wilmington-Harbor City, Hollywood, Mission Hills-Panorama City,
Rosemead and Westmont are served by the LAUSD, Central Long Beach is served by

the tong Beach Unified School District, Lancaster is served by the Lancaster Elementary
Sohool District and by the Antelope Valley Union High School District: Compton and Glendaie
are served by their own Unified School Districts

* Data nct available

¢ Zommunities with only elementary schools.



Table 9B. SAT/9 National Percentile Rankings in Reading and Math, 1997-1999

T998-1994

Continued next page

T

Reading Math
District/Community All students LEP students Al students LEP students
3rd  9th 3rd  9th 3rd  9th 3™ oth
é‘yi; Heights High Schoot
(LAUSD
1997-98 14 17 11 10 24 33 24 26
1998-9¢ 14 17 11 10 27 33 27 25
Central Long Beach
{Long Beach Unified)
19971998 10 - 9 b 25 - 28 e
1998-149% 13 e 12 b 28 " 27 N
Compton {Compton Unified)
1997-1998 15 12 10 6 24 22 23 19
1998- 1094 19 12 14 5 29 27 30 24
Glendale {Glendale Unified)
19971698 38 a5 24 12 47 &7 12 34
1945-1094 44 38 30 14 57 62 47 K1
Wilmington - Harbor  City
(LALISD:
1997-1098& 17 28 12 & 26 46 24 20
1948-1949% 37 2 36 7 31 46 27 24
Hollywood {LAUSDH
19971998 12 19 11 10 23 32 23 25
1998-1599 17 19 16 11 37 29 35 23
Lancaster
tancaster Elementary
1997-1998 32 “ 13 - 32 ot 18 -
1998-1899 33 " 1& n* 36 - 26 "
Antelope Valley Union High
1997-1898 ” 34 & b 44 - 23
1998-1999 " 35 o & - 45 - 20
Mission Hills ~ Panorama City
(LAUSDY
1987.1908 14 12 " 22 21 i
1z 3 * Pl 232




Table 98. SAT/9 National Percentile Rankings in Reading and Math, 1997-1999 (Continued)

Reading Math
District/Community All students LEP students All students LEP students
3rd  Sth 3rd  9th Ird  9th 3 oth

;\’;s;_meac! (LAUSD) )
19497 .1998 E1 27 : Y 37 45 24 31
1988. 1394 45 30 33 10 48 45 44 30
Wwestmont (LAUSD)

1987 -194%8 18 17 ' 7 21 27 23
1998199 20 15 20 B 36 26 47 22

Las Angeles Unified

1997-199R 21 iy 13 4 30 37 24 24
10981959 23 22 15 & 35 38 29 25
Los Angeles County

199719498 28 28 14 10 37 44 26 27
1998-15492 31 28 17 i 43 45 32 28
Calitormia
1997-194e 36 34 14 PO 42 S0 25 25
19986-1949 40 34 18 i1 49 ! 32 3G
Source: Califorma Depa;t;;—ﬁ'tw m‘ g&x;ckation's Standardized Testing and Reporting Data Server,

http/istar ode ca.gov
Note  Scores reported are National Percentile Ranks (NPR)  See Appendix A far a bst of schools within
communities

“Jata not avallable

** Scores are not applicable for that grade level



Table 108B. Births to Teenagers per 1,000 Births, 1993-1998

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
L0s Angeles 485 518 509 486 473 448
Lounty
Bovyie Heights 703 798 721 8.7 64 4 54.8&
Centrai Long . . . . .
Beach
Compton 789 A4 4 83 6 AG 5 781 78.8
Glendale 20.2 23% 164 22.¢ 191 130
Holiywood 37.3 354 381 38 4 327 79
Lancaster 463 54 1 820 59 4 669 610
f;’;‘ff;?:ﬁfg";lk) 46 6 51 4 54 5 547 54.9 56,1
Rosemead 44 8 44 7 51.4 31.2 297 376
Westmaont CDP a9 839 747 738 75.0 65.0
wiimingtor:- 536 54 1 578 50.7 59.8 46.7

Harbor City

source  Los Angeles County Department of Health Services Birth Records for 1993-1998.

Note  Only hive births are inciuded. Because the cities of Long Beach and Pasadena do not report births to the
Zounty Department of Health Services, births i Pasadena and Long Beach hospitals are not counted here
Ziths to mothers who lived in the cities of Pasadena and Long Beach but gave birth outside those cities (but
nside the Countyy are included here

Lot Available

Table 11B. Total Number of Substantiated Cases of Neglect and Abuse per 1,000 Children,
1992-1999

Oct 1992 Oct 1983 Oct 1994 Oct 1995 Oct 1996 Oct 1997 Oct 1999

Los Angeles County 181 202 197 216 233 269 227
Soyle Heights 143 18.3 184 22.0 23.7 277 210
entral Long Beach 351 385 36.4 415 45.8 : 56.8
Compton 47 8 481 44 9 496 49 1 v 431
Glendale 3.9 EXS) as 51 6.4 33 6.9
HoHywoodd 121 13.0 114 12 8 13.6 19.6 147
Lancaster 151 22.3 Vi 256 33.5 32.9 348

Mission Hills- ~ ; f
\ s £ 53 16 4 53 ) 21.0 ; 9.
Panorama City 1t © E 19 1o oo 1
Fosemear T (U ¢ 107 161 143 3.5
Vigstmont COP B3 T 647 530 &6 6 H2 1 733 62.3
Vedmington-Harpor AN . e 16 1 19 % 189

Clity

hitt and Family Services (DCFS)

Source  Department of

Note  Due to a computer systern transttion. DCFS was unable to provide complete data for 1997 and 1998
The rate for the Jounty in 1957 was computer using weights to compensate for the absence of the Lakewnod
office  (See Appendix A for additional details

© Mot Available

—t



Table 12B. Teen CalWORKs Case-Heads, 1998-1999

CalWORKSs/FG CalWORKs/U
Apr 98 Oct98  Apr99 Oct 99 Apr98  Oct98 Apr 99 Oct 99
Teen
Case- 446 398 382 46 95 89 85 79
Heads
Tfe,';{‘e” 123%  021%  021%  0.20% 025%  023%  023% 0.22%
Al
Case- 193 337  1B5BBT 170961 172,646 38.040 38,117 37.449 35.867
Heads:
Scurce  CES match of DPSS administrative records and birth records provided by the Los Angeles

County Department of Health Services



Appendix C. Focus Group Protocol

This appendix presents the protocol used for some
of the focus groups that CES conducted to provide
first-hand nformaticn on the kinds of issues that
welfare mothers and fathers were confronting
dunng  welfare While thws particular
protocot . was focus  groups  that
mncorporated members of earlier focus groups. the
newer  groups the newer groups that were
conducied used a similar protocol  Detals about
the groups and the group participants can be
found i Appendic A

reform

used i

Introduction

purpose in conducting this
focus  group s to help  evaluate  the
effectiveness of (CalWORKs) and GAIN
practices——t; understand the ones that are
working well and the ones that are v need of
In doing this. we want to focus

*  Welcome I

improvement.
on vowr expenences with the program since
we saw your last--not how the program s
supposed to work. BUT what you personally
fing helpful and unhelpful about the way i
actually works for vou and your family. Today,
we will be asking you to talk about such things
as. Whal are your greatest needs with regard
W vour participation in  this the
program?  How do you think the program has
worked sc far i attempting to meef them?
What do you think that the wnpact of your
participation will be on your children and your
famiv?  And finally. we are interested i your
Weas about how things could be improvedd

stage of

s
[
€*
=

*  Pass out a shee! with names. addre

phone contact Also ask for Sooal
& number so thal participants who are

carn apply for

and cas

T BUME

component of GAIN

child care and fransporation suppon

* Consent Forms for any new participants

+ The rules of the group: everyone gets i
speak, nobody can dominate the conversation,
and one person speaks at a time. great (o
disagree.  but  be courteous. mamniain
confidentiality of group responses

*  What we will do with the information. We will
summarize the results of the focus groups and
submit a report to the County as part of is
evaluation of CalWORKs. Names of
panticipants and tapes will be confidential and
nat given to the County. What you say here
will have no effect on your evaluation or
participation in DPSS, but it could be very
helpful in making your opinions known and in
improving GAIN.

Evaluation Of Gain Practices

The iast time we met, in December. most of you
had just attended the orientation meeting. Now
we'd like to catch up with what has happened
since then in terms of your reiationship and
experniences with GAIN.

Job Ciubl/Job Search

Let s start with the peopie who attended Job Ciub
Be sure to give your name each time you speak.

when you attended Job Club:
What was it ke there”

What did they do at Job Club that was helpful to
vol? {Here probe for good practices, information,
and evaluation of the instructor.)

Whiat did they do at Job Club that was not helpful

1O you’
What happened when you looked for work?

Did GAIN help you get good ieads?



What were your mamn obstacles or problems in
gettng a job”
For many people  the need for childcare
and clothes present obstacles o

deal effectively

transportation

workeng i@ GAIN heip you o

with these problems”

Dhd you get a job? If so tell us a litle about 7
Please include in your answeir whether it 1s full-
ume or part-tme and whether it is temporary of

permanent

s the pay adequate” 1 not, what 13 GAIN saying
that you need {0 do? Are you gong to do this?

Now iets hear from those who did not attend Joo
Clut

Tell us how things are going tor you now?
How are you supporting yourse!f and your family™

£y

Do vou intend to make use of the Job Ciub ana
other AN services in the future”

Sanctions
Have you been sanctioned al any time”
What happened” What were you sanctioned for?

What impact have the sanclions had on vou and
your families”

impact of GAIN on Families: Children

Some people we talked to sawi they wanted 1o
participate 1 GAIN because 11 would help their
familiec

How rmiany kids do vou Nave and whial ages”

What has your family e been like since you have

beerin the GAIN program’»

What are some of the good and bad ways that
your participation in GAIN has affected your family
[ite?

Has your participation in GAIN affected your ability
o be a good parent? (Here, try to get at what they
imean by "good parent” e.q.. could be providing
adequate supervision 1o kids, feeling like kids fee!
proud that they are now working, etc.)

Have changes in your schedule affected your
relationship with your kids and your ability o be a
good parent?

Do you notice any difference in how your kids are
doing in school!?  (For example, sanctions may
force you 10 move t¢ another school district and
this could create problems for the kids. Less time
to help them with homework )

What childcare arrangements have you made for
vour Kids?

How well are they adapting to them?

What concerns do you nave availabiity of

childcare?
How do you feel about the quality of childcare?

Do your families fee!l closer or are there increases
in tensions? (Could include more or less patience
with  kids. fewer tensions with

husbands/wives.)

more or

Impact of the program on your ability to provide for
your famihes.

If vou have gotten a job has it improved your

household income?

Are youU making enough money to cover youf
expenses? (Maybe probe for ways tnat it might
nave changed thew ability tc work on the side )

Do you think that GAIN provides you with more
services o help your family deal with problems
wher they come up (e.g.. greater access 1o



medical care  school lunch, after school and
recreational pregrams, help for dealing with drug
and aglcohot preblems, dehinquency, et ) v

General Evaluation of Practices,
Recommendations

i December, you expressed mixed feelings about
the (3AIN program and whether it could help you
and vour family  Some were optimistic. Others

were pessimistic about the program. Overall.
today are you optimistic or pessimistic about the
program nelping you and your family?

Would you like to recommend anything that could
improve GAIN, make it work better for yourself and
peaple like yourself”?



Appendix D. Data Needs for the Ongoing Evaluation
of Welfare Reform Impacts

T understand the impacts of welfare reform, three
types of data are needed First and simplest s
the exsting DPSS data from LEADER that nas
detaied mformation on each aided case. A second
type s existing data produced by other agencies
that sre governed by strict confidentiality ruies or
requie supplementation of sample size to be
Third are vanables not currently tracked
These can be

usefi;,
with the adrmuustrative records
coliested through surveys.

Wellare case management systems are complex
both because the welfare system is comphicated
systems have evolved to
frequently-reformed  welfare

and because the
accoamopdate a

syster

The olowing recommendations are made about

data needs and thewr use

Complele casze management coverage Al the
ume o writing this report, knowledge about the
benefl receipt of current and former CalWORKs
farmiies came primariy from the DPSS IBPS and
CDME case management systems. As DPSS was
mn the process of converting to the new LEADER
data-reporhing system. it was not possible 1 this
report. o report on trends of welfare recipients
served by two offices that had been converted to
systen As the oider sysiems were
phased out in favor of LEADER, CES was being
supphed iniormaton on a dwindling proportion of
Future reparts will be abie tc

new

the

the DF5E caseload
report and anaiyze data in more detail using data

from the L EADER svstem

Flows s worksd The number of hours worked
weekh Ty empicyed welfare recipienis 1 one of
e kaoy o variables  reguired  for labor marked

NS

J

anatvsi > racks the number o bours

usuaty worked each week by weifare reciprents
whoo are registered o the GAIN program These

data were suppied to CES througn an extract from

GEARS  Over the first 18 months of reform, the
proportion of working recipients registered in GAIN
rose from 20 percent to over 50 percent. Tracking
the work hours of empioyed adult welfare
recipients, in future reports. will heip better
understand vanous aspects of their job stability.

individual-level K-12 Education Data. These data
would allow researchers to monitor how welfare
reform might be affecting the schoo! performance
and achievement of children of welfare recipients
and low-income parents in target school districts.
Local schoot districts track detailed information on
attendance and achievement
These data are highiy

grades, classes
scores  for children

confidential.  but  have been released to
researchers under strict confidentiality
agreements. I policymakers would like to see

more research on the impacts of welfare reform on
children, they should state this goal to assist
researchers in gaining access to such data

sources.
Recommendations to Augment Existing

Surveys

Welfare Leavers

With record numbers of welfare recipients leaving
the welfare rolls, the importance of tracking what
happens o the newly independent welfare leavers
has increased The CES team has received more
inquiries about the status of welfare leavers than
otner segments  of the welfare population
However, CES possesses very little iocal data on
welfare leavers. This makes it difficuit to answer
nleresting questions about how leavers are faring
sconomically  In addition, it means researchers
have greater difficulty anticipating when, whether,
or o what extent welfare leavers might return to



the welfare rolls i the event of economic

downtirn

The isavers surveys currently avaiiable do not
molude  adequate numbers of Angelenos  for
arawing inferences about outcomes of concern 1o
CES  The Urban Insttute has already conducted
wo waves (1997 and 1999) of an in-depth family
survey 10 13 states including Caiifornia Ther
Naticnal Survey »f America's Families is the
leading countrywide scurce of data on welfare
leavers at present. but this data source is not
adequate for analysis at the levei of Los Angeles
Courty  The United States Department of Health
and Human Services has funded a survey of
welfare leavers n Los Angeles and Cleveland that
o bhemng conducted by the  Manpower
Demonrstratiorn  Research Corporation (MDRC)H
Though small the Los Angeles sample from the
MORC prgject shouid be adequate to support
some  statistical analysis once it becomes

availabe
Weilfare Eligibles

Same  of the mest stnking  consequences  of
welfare reform  are thought to  affect welfare.
eliqibie parents who are saving ther time-hmited
welfare for raimer days as well as the welfare
igavers mentioned above.  Researchers need
maore data on this at-risk populatiorn. Such data
wouidd  allow researchers t¢ answer qguestions
about now at-nsk parents are adijusting to the new
reforms  and whether there are potential policy
nnovations that might help the eligible population
remain ndependent of the welfare system Both
the Urban  Institute survey and the Current
Fopulation Survey agmmistered by the Census
Bureau are estabiished surveys askng importan:
gquashons of tnis popuiation Sample sizes o
Mese suiveys do et adequalely cover the at-nss

County o suppot

poputaties o Lo

meanmgiul analyses

Recommendations to Develop and Monitor
New Indicators

Job skill indicators. Job skill indicators would
allow researchers 10 better estimate the job
prospects of recipients to anticipate future
caseload changes caused by industry and cyclical
economic growth fluctuations. The research effort
would  benefit from literacy, education, skill
measures. and work experience information for
recipient adults who work or might feasibly work.
These data are collected by DPSS only for some
of the recipients who are enrclled in the GAIN
program.  Although CES is constructing work
experience indicators  for  individuals  from
administrative Unemployment Insurance records
other skill measures mus! be identified using
survey approaches

Job characteristics. 1.abor market research shouid

¢ based on data on the job charactenstics (e.g.,
hourly wage, hours, industry) of welfare recipients
who are working but are not enrolied in the GAIN
program in addition to GAIN enroliees. At the time
of writing tris report. researchers had access only
to job characteristics of working recipients enrolled
in the GAIN program. Over the first 18 months of
reform  the proportion of working recipients
enroiled in GAIN has risen from 20 percent to over
50 percent. Job and skill characteristics of former
GAIN participants should be tracked through other
administrative records to measure levels of self-
sufficiency

Homefessness. Homelessness is an extreme
form of social and economic disiocation.
increases in homelessness from any cause are
grounds for concern, while decreases ought to be
noted as the possible result of policy successes
Since increased homelessness is a possible side-
eftect of welfare reform, the welfare evaluation
eficrt might benefit from a regular survey of
homeless shelters about the families with minor
children  that they serve. At present. the
charactenstics and size of the Los Angeles County
nomeless population are not well known. National



date indicate that homeless families tend to be
headed Dy women who are frequently former or
" The County should
monitoring  the

murrent welfare recipents
nvestgate  approaches w
homeless population. possibly i partnership with

social  service  providers  and  researchers.
Ongoing efforts to assess the numbers of families
assisted by other private sector service providers

such as food banks could also be helpful
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¢ CalWiiRKs

DM
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Chiet Administrative Office

| Calformia Department of Heaith

dix E. Glossary

i Actual Title (if any)

Explanation

| The Thompson-Maddy-Ducheny-
| Ashburn Weifare-to-Waork Act of 1397

The bill, signed by Governor Pete Wilson on
August 11, 1997, that created CalWORKs.

3 Ad to Families with Dependent

Program started in the 1930s as Aid to Dependent
Childrern. replaced under PRWORA with TANF.

b Craidren

| Alternative Payment Prograr

An agency that handles payments for child care
| services. DPSS has contracts with ten APPs, all
i of which are also R&Rs {see R&R below).

i

-
- California Work Opportunity and
| Responsibility to Kids programi

California’s impiementation of TANF cash
assistance. Features work requirements, time
i limits, etc.

| The Chief Administrative Office of the County of

! Los Angeles provides fiscal and policy

| recommendations to the Board of Supervisors and
gives the Board administrative assistance in

L aitfornia Assistance Program {or
i immigrants

i
!
!
i implernenting policy decisions.

| CAPI provides cash support to most immigrants
! who became ineligible for SSI due to the
rmmigrant exclusions in PRWORA but who are
otherwise eligible for SSI

i Lhildrern's Defense Fund

* A Washington, D.C -based, private, nonprofit
; organization dedicated to protecting and

i representing the interests of underprivileged
I children

Services

Califomia State agency

Caseload Data Management Systemn

[
i
1
i
h
-l

. DPSS case management system for GR and
. Medi-Cal; rendered obsoiete by LEADER.

e e

¢ California Department of Social
! Services

! Califomia State agency responsible for Statewide
implementation of welfare reform.

ek
+
;
i

CaWORKS Evaluation Services

Formery pant of Urban Research, CES is now a
unit within the CAQ Service Integration Branch.
CES is responsibie for the evaluation of
CalWOCRKs in Los Angeles County of which this
report is a part.

- Canformia Food Assistance Program
1

CAPI! provides assistance to most immigrants who
became ineligible for Food Stamps due to the
immigrant exclusions in PRWORA but who are
otherwise eligible for Food Stamps

i Larrent Populahon Survey

S lrepanment of Chidren and Family
Chenvices

e

A monthly survey of about 50,000 households
congucted by the Bureau of the Census for the
Buresu of Labor Statistics. The CPS is the

+ primary source of information on the laboer force
characteristics of the U S. population such as
employment, unemplovment, earnings, hours of
work, and other indicators

P LU

Los Angeles County agency responsible for

handling cases of child abuse and neglect

L.



Actual Title {if any)

Explanation

Los Angeles County Department of
Community and Semor Services

DeEs

.
|
-
i
|

Handles services to seniors and refugees. |
contracting with DPSS to provide welfare-to-work
services to certain foreign language participants.

! Department of Health Services

L.os Angeles County agency.

Los Angeles County agency

j Department of Mental Health

| Departtment of Public Social Services

Los Angeles County agency delivering ‘
administering social services, including :
CalWORKs, Food Stamps, and Medi-Cal. |

Employment Development
Department

. Manages California's Unemployment Insurance

{Uly program. Monitors employment at most
establishments in the State.

Earned Income Tax Credit

Federal subsidy 1o low income wage eamers

¢ Family Group

A term DPSS uses 1o denote that particular
benefits are being received in a single parent
household, e.g. AFDC/FG

. Federal Poverty Level

The administrative versian of the poverty measure
issued by the Department of Health and Human
Services. ltis a simplification of the Poverty
Thresholds and is used in determining financial i

. eligibility for certain Federal programs

| GAIN | Greater Avenues for Independence Los Angeles County Welfare-to-Work program.
BEARS | GAIN Employment and Activity | Computer system used for tracking GAIN
; : Reporting System participants.
1 58 , General Rehef * Cash assistance to indigent aduits. Same as
! ' General Assistance.
o g T
L IBPS | Integrated Benefit Payment System . DPSS case management system for CalWORKs
j' ! . and Food Stamps. rendered obsolete by
! | LEADER.
| JTRA i Job Training Partnership Act | Major Federal job training program Cooperates
: : at the State level with the EDD.
[ S [NV SO
P LAUSH ' Los Angeles Unified School District The public school district for the City of Los
Angeles, LAUSD serves an area of 704 square
! miles, including several other cities—Cudahy,
| Gardena, Huntington Park, Lomita, Maywood.
| San Femando, Vemon, West Hollywood, and
portions of 20 other cities and additional
: | Los Angeles County areas. The total k-12
s 1‘ enroliment exceeds 720.000.
1 LACOE Lus Angeles County Office of | State-funded organization providing educational
: | Education I services within the County.
[T S ] .
P LEADER s Angeles Eliginility, Automated i New system replacing COMS, IBPS, and WCMIS
: Jetermunaucr Evaluation and | began operational testing on May 3, 1999 in one |
L Raporting : office !
| Limiten Enghsh Proficieny 1 Classification given t¢ students in Los Angeles 4

CEF ;
i

« County Schools if English is not their primary !
1 ianguage and they possess only a limited capacity |
. 1 speak and write in English

130



Term Actual Title (if any) Explanation

CRAE Mavimum Aid Payment Maximum cash grant size for a given family. The
‘ family receives a percentage of the MAP
depending on other resources, income, and

special circumstances.

Standard established by the CDSS as an absolute
minimum required income for a family of a given
size. Used as a maximum income level for !
establishing cash aid eligibility. Roughly

70 percent of the equivalent United States Bureau
of the Census-established Poverty Threshold

POMESAD - Muumurm Basic Standard of Adeguate
Clare

RISV SO

St b e s o e 3 -

P MORT - Manpower Development Research

| Private non-profit organization that specializes
! L Corporation

the evaluation of work-related social programs,
. aspecially those that include training

| Madi Cal : ! Califomia's Federalty-funded Medicare program

. Provides health insurance to poor families and
ndividuagls. All CalWORKs families are eligible for
Medi-Cal assistance.

CMEDS ! Medi-Cal Eligibility Determination Computer system monitoring public assistance
| Dystem | Statewide.
NSLP ’ Mational School Lunch Program Established in 1946 under the National School

tunch Act signed by President Truman, the

National School Lunch Program i1s a Federally

! ) i assisted meal program that operates in
approximately 96,000 public and nonprofit private

schools and residential childcare centers,

providing ow-cost of free lunches to roughiy

27 million children each schooi day.

CPRWORA ‘ sonal Responsibility and Work ( Federal Weltare reform act (PL 104-193). i
, ;. Dpportunity Reconciliation Act of i
i 1996 ;

Public Use Microdata Samples

These files generated by the Census Bureau
contain records for a sample of housing umits with
: i nformation on the characteristics of each unit and
each person in it for areas with population groups
of 100,000 or more.

R&R i Resource and Referral Agency Organization providing referrals for child care

sarvices. (See APP)

T ——

snice Integration Branch Branch of the Los Angeies County Chief
Administrative Office created in 2000 to facilitate
coliaboration betwean County departments and
between County departments and the private
sector in the provision of services to the public.

Af-irmlialed Program Egucational program pursued by GAIN
i participants on personat initiative

C o Suporngntal Secunty incoms

~ederal cash aid program, mainly benefits aged or
permanently disabled adults, although children
may be ehgible as well

|
{
{
i
i
i
'

S

State-funded supplement to SSI intended to }
ensure an adequate standard of living for 851
recipients

LRE CSupelermentary State Program




Actual Title {if any) Explanation

t Summary Tape Files These files generated by the Census Bureau
‘ contain information on population and household
| characteristics compiled from the short-form
1 questionnaires of the Decennial Census

4
b
!
|
!

i

e e s e iy e e -

P Temporary Ald to Needy Families Federal cash aid program with time limits and

work requirements It replaced AFDC in 1996

¢

[ - - O

Luinemployed Parent A term DPSS uses to denote that particular
benefits are being received in a two parent
household, e.g.. AFDC/U.

L Lnempioyment Insurance Cash assistance for unemployed workers
i | Benefits depend on past wages and employment,
! | not alt former workers are eligible.

{

P [ upan Research | & unit within the CAO SIB. UR provides researcn
j i and planning services to various County agencies

L WOMIL : Welfare Case Management DPSS case management system; shared with {
‘ | information System i DCFS: rendered obsolete by LEADER !

{

ek




Appendix F. Welfare Reform Timeline

Date

Event

;
i
T

- August 22, 1995

} Federal Welfare Reform Legislation Signed into Law (Federal)

Epersonal Responsibility and Work  Opportunity  Reconciliation  Act
((PRWORA) signed into law

: SSV/SSP for Legal Immigrants (Federal)

‘New applications for SSISSP  benefits from non-exempt  legal
L imrmugrants are denied based on citizenship status.

i Septernber 22, 1996

Food Stamps for Legal immigrants (Federal)

!New applications for Food Stamps trom non-exempt legal immigrants
are denied based on citizeriship status.

| October 17. 1996

- November 26. 1896

Citizenship Outreach Program (County)

:Los Angeles County initiates a special mailer to 140,000 legal immigrant
| 881 recipients. informing them of the impact of Welfare Reform on their
teligibility for benefits and encouraging them to pursue naturalization

Approval of California State Plan (State)

The Federal govemment approves the Califormia preliminary TANF biock
qrant plan. ;

‘December 16. 1996

Decemper 31, 1996

December 31, 1996

Citizenship Qutreach Program (County!
; !
Los Angeles County begins to screen all applicants for assistance to |
Hdentify legal immigrants in arder to inform them of the possible effects of |
Welfare Reform and © provide them with information on how to apply for

citizenship,

Federal Five-Year Clock Begins (Federal)

i The Federal government begins counting time on aid against the five-
year lifetime limit.

Disability Related to Drug/Aicohol Abuse (Federal)

| Benefits terminated for those Social Security Disability insurance and
| SSI/SSP beneficiaries whose disability was refated to drug addiction or
s alcohohsm.

i December 31, 1996

Cdarnuary 1. 1997

iFebruary 1. 1987

| Maximum Family Grant (State) %

gFam:hes will not receive cash assistance for children bom after
implementation of this provision if they have been continuously on aid for
10 months pror to the binth  However, the child will be eligible for Medi-
Cal and Food Stamps Exemptions may be granted for children
conceived as a resull of rape incest. or certain failed contraceplive
| methods

%SSA Notification Letter to Legal tmmigrant Recipients of $Si

Hermination of SSI benefits

t AFDC Grant Reduction (State} :

TAFDC grants recuced by 4% percent acrass the board in California

! {Federal)

PSSA hegins o notfy enal ammugrant recipients of the possible

[IEN]
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Date

Event

March 1, 1997

§ e e

97

gWelfare Reform Hot Line {County)

i The 1oli-free Weltare Reform Hot line number (1-888-3WELFAR} is up
|and working m Los Angeles County. This hot line provides updated
[informator on program implementation.  legislative 1ssues  and
[ community advocacy meetings

{ May 7.1 ‘Teen Pregnancy Disincentive (Federal)
§W|th himited exceptions. never-marmed pregnant cr parenting minors
tunder 18 years of age must live with a parent, legal guardian or other
: fadult relative, or in an adult supervised supportive living arangement as
| a condition of AFDC eligibility
“August 5, 1997 Restoration of $Si Benefits for Most Legal Aliens (Federal) !
ﬁ The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 signed into law on August 5 1997,
restored SSI benefits for most legal aliens that were impacted by the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996
FAugust 11, 1997 State Legislation Enacted (State)

| August 18, 1997

|

i

Governor signs legislation (AB 1542), replacing AFDC with CalWORKs.

State Legislation on Substance Abuse Enacted (State)

Governor signs AB 1260, legislation that makes any person convicted
after December 31, 1997 of a drug-related felony permanently ineligible
tor aid !

I September 1 1997 Food Stamps for Legal immigrants (State)

i

f Septernber 1. 1997 Food Stamps Work Requirement (Federal)

‘Septernber 10, 1697 State’s Planning Allocation Letter (State)

i:N.f:)rhexermn legal immigrants currently receiving Food Stamps benefits |

lose these benefits. Governor signed AB 1576, creating a special State
Food Assistance Program (FAP) effective this date for non-disabied
adults 65 years or older and for minors under 18 years old.

i New Food Stamps work requirement {which limits Food Stamps benefits
for able-bodied adults between 18 and 50 without dependent chiidren, to
three months 11 three years. except for persons in work, training or
Workfare) will be implemented People subject to this requirement who
? also receive General Relief will be able to maintain their Food Stamps by
Lcontinuing to participate it the County's General Relief Workfare
program. Los Angeles County will offer Workfare to other Food Stamps
[ recipients subject to this work requirement to enable them to retain their
Food Stamps

.issuance by State of a pianning allocation and ~ounty plan instructions
30 days after enactment of AB 1542

‘September 30,

H{Federa!
TEnd)

Fiscal

1997 . TANF Work Participation Rates (State)

Year. _ . .
(Calfornia must ensure that 25 percent of alt famikes and 75 percent of

qu«parem families meet welfare-to-work participation requirements or
Hface penalties  Having eamed a caseload reduction credit. California
was given g recuced targe! to meet,




{ Date i

Event

CJdanuary 1, 1998

CalWORKs Grant Computation {State)

CalWORKs changes the method for computing earned income. Net
eamed income 15 determined by deducting the first 8225 of the gross
i plus 50 percent of the rernainder. The net income is deducted from the
i Maximum Al Payment. A separate child care provider payment is
required instead of adjusting the monthly gross ncome with 3 standard
disregard amount for child care expenses incurred

JJanuary 1. 1998

|
|
{
i
:
!

January 10 1998

February 9. 1993

I Five Year Clock Starts (State)

California begins counting time on aid against the State five-year lifetime
limut. State funds will be used to pay for aided persons who reach the
Federal limit before they reach the State limit. With few exceptions,
‘there will only be discrepancies between the Siate and Federal time
L,Hrnits for those on aid before January 1, 1998.

| Submission of County Plan (State)

County to submit plan for implementation of CalWORKs within four
months of the issuance of the planning allocation letter

| State Cenrtification of County Plan {State)

;CDSS has 30 days to erther certify the pian or notify the County that the
i plan is not complete or consistent with statutory requirements.

[February 221998 SSI/SSP for Children (Federai}

October 11998

{Federa! Fiscal
B!

i Deadline for SSI reassessment for disabled children  Disability cntena
Jqfhanged Behavior impaiments such as Attention Deficit Disorder will
ot be considered a disabling condition.  This deadhne was extended
Jfrom August 22, 1997 to February 22, 1998

;CalWORKs Welfare-to-Work lLaunchad in Los Angeles County

TAprit 11998 |
H{County)
ff;‘.ounty began enrolling all new non-exemp! applicants for aid nto the
I welfare-to-work program.  Welfare-to-work plans signed on or after
1 April 1 start the 18/24 month time limit

[ September 1, 1998 fCa(iform’a Food Assistance Program Begins (State)

[ The Califormia Food Assistance Program (CFAP) provides State-funded
ifood assistance benefits to certain otherwse-eligible immigrants who
ibecame inehgible for Federal Food Stamps under PRWORA  This
‘mamnly benefits immigrants between 18 and 65 years old who were in the
s country on August 22, 1996

| Cash Assistance Program for immigrants Begins (State)

|
[ The Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants {CAPI) provides State-
|funded cash assistance to certain otherwise-eligible disabled or elderly
Hmmgrants who became ineligible for SSIVSSP (Supplemental Secunty
glmomex’SIate Supplementary Payment) under PRWORA.  This mainly

Year X .
Calfomnia must ensure that 30 percent of all families ang 75 percent of

“two-parent famibes meet welfare-to-work participation requiremnents or
Hface penatties. California failed to meet the requirement for two-parent
“tamibes  Having earned 8 caseload reduction credit, Califomia was
L given a reduced target to meel




Date Event

I November 1 1993 %CaIWORKs Grant Increase (State)

| 'The State restored the 4.9 percent previously cut. and added a 2.84
percent Cost-of- Living Adjustment (COLA) increase

[

jJanuary 1, 1999 Enroliment of Recipients into Welfare-to-Work Program (State)

f 'County must enroll all non-exempt CalWORKs recipients in welfare-to-
i , work services by the end of 1998

July 1 1990 i CalWORKs COLA Increase (State)
‘ | CalWORKs grants scheduied for 2.36 percent COLA increase

b i
September 30 1999 ‘ TANF Work Participation Rates (State)

End of Federal Fisca!l:
‘ 3 ¢ “Califorma must ensure that 35 percent of all families and 90 percent of

‘ Yea)

; (two-parent families meet welfare-to-work participation requirements or
. ‘face penaltes. Required work participation rate is reduced by caseload
i I reduction crecit

b - t

October 1 199Q i Creation of Separate State Program for Two-Parent Families (State)

* Effective this date, two-parent families are aided using State, rather than
Federal funds. ensuring that Califomia will not be penalized for its two- l
parent employment rate ;
i

i

(Cctober 1, 1999 Time-limited CFAP and CAPI! Begins (State)

A 1111 created tume-limited food (CFAP) and cash (CAPI) assistance;
programs for many otherwise-eligible immigrants who arrived in the;
United States after August 22. 1996. These are in eftect from Gctober 1,
1999 to September 30, 2000-.

Dctuber 1. 1999 i First Recipients Exceed 18/24 Month Limit |

: ome non-exempt adults who have been on aid continuously since
!, January 1. 1998, and who do not meet employment requirements wilt be

irequired to participate in community service employment in order 1o
; [ continue receiving the adult portion of their family's grant. Recipients in
j : community service empioyment stili count toward the State's TANF MOE
I ‘ reguirement

i

z‘September 30. 2000 ' TANF Work Partu.lpation Rates (State)
[{End of Federal Fiscal|
| Year)

‘California must ensure that 40 percent of all families and 90 percent of
;two-parent families meet welfare-to-work participation requirements or
face penaities.

‘Octobsr 1 2006‘ Time-limited CFAP and CAPt Extended (State)

|AB 2876 extended the time-mited food (CFAP) and cash (CAPI)
: assistance programs for otherwise-eligible immigrants who arrived in the
Hlmted States after August 22 1996, These are row in effect from
() stober 1. 2000 to September 30, 2001

| September 30 2001 i TANF Work Participation Rates (State)

I(End of Federal Fiscal |
iYear HCalifornia must ensure that 45 percent of all families and 90 percent of |

Nwo-parent familes meet welfare-to-work participation requirements or |
; face penalties ‘
i September 10, °0 l TANF Work Par‘ucnpahon Rates (State)

| {Federai Fiscal Yea
{End) and  all ub- | [ Caiifornia must ensure thal SU percent of all familes and 90 percent of
; r

sequent years étwo parent families meet welfare-to-work participation requirements o
Hace ¢ enaltu?i




Date Event

| January 1, 2003 Recipients First Begin to Exceed Five Year Limit

‘ Non-exempt aided adults who have been on aid continuously since

Aprit 1, 1998 are no longer eligible for aid. No more than 20 percent of
: the current Federally-funded caseload can be exempted from this time
: Himit  (California may elect to support as rmany additional time-expired
! i participants as it chooses with State funds.)

L]
~J



Endnotes

Population estimate 1s an Urban Research estimate for 1999, The number of persons aided under
CatlwWORKs in April 1999 was 649.000 according to The Department of Public Social Services April 1999

Staustica Report

" To phrase this differently. all else being equal. poor families in general and welfare families in particuiar will
tend o congregate in areas with low housing costs, and, because they often lack access to reliable cars,
adequate public transportation access One factor that may not be “equal” is race; racial discrimination in
housing can severely constram residential choices for African Americans and is a lesser but still important
constraint for Latinos. See, e.g, Douglas S. Massey and Nancy A. Denton, American Apartheid. Segregation
and the Making of the Underclass (Cambridge, MA Harvard University Press. 1994).

Gwendoiyn Mink, Welffare's End (lIthaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 1998), 1.

C it
" Joei © Handier and Yeheskel Hasenfeld We the Poor Pecple (New Haven: Yale University Press. 1998)

" The figure of $793 15 the Minimum Basic Standard of Adequate Care (MBSAC) for a famuly living in Region 1
of California (which includes Los Angeles County), effective July 1. 1999. (An increase to $816 became
effective on Oclober 1, 2000 Because this report covers trends only through 1989, we have chosen to use
‘ne benefit calcu.ations and eligibility criteria that were in effect on December 31, 1999.) There are a number
of special ruies regarding resource mits For example, i the family car is worth $4 650 or more. the excess
above $4.650 15 counted against the resource hmit, unless the car is used to transport a disabled person. in
which case s 10t counted. The resource hmit 15 52,000 uniess someone in the family is over age 60, in
which case the imil becomes $3.000. The value of a house that the family lives in is not counted against the
rasouree it

" James Riccio. Daniel Friedlander, and Stephen Freedman. GAIN: Benefits, Costs, and Three-Year Impacts
of a Welfare-to-Work Program (New York, Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1994)

' Evan Weissman Changing to @ Work First Strategy Lessons from Los Angeles County's GAIN Program for
Welfare Recipients {New York, Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1997).

¥ The MFG program was adopted under one of California’s four Federally approved “waivers” of then-extant
AFDC rules Newborns whe are excluded from cash aid under MFG are still able to receive Medi-Cal and
Food Stamps unless they are ineligible for some other reason

" in more techricai terms, parents who are not exempt from welfare-to-work requirements and who do not
demonstrate good cause for failing to comply with GAIN work requirements will sanctioned

YThis s @ family in which all three persons are aided and which has no cash income outside of CalWORKs
assistance It ss also 2 "non-exempt” family, families are considered "exempt” and are eligible for nigher aid
payments when each of the adult caretaker relatives {(whether parents or others) 15 either in the "Assistance
Wnit™ dine childrer and ther primary caretakers) and recemnving State Disability Insurance (8D}, In-Home
Supportive Services (IHSS), Suppiermental Securtty Income (S8, State Security Payment (SSP), Temporan
Workers' Compensation (TWCL or Temporary Disability Indempity (TDY, or 1 a non-needy non-parent

caretaxs: relative ot included in the Assistance Unit



" The curent Community Service program i Los Angeles County is unwaged, but there are plans to
implement a wage-based system once the State has 1ssued new regulations to facilitate the creation of such a
orogram. Communication from DPSS, dated February 7, 2001

" 0i the $500 the parent earned. $225 plus half of the remainder—3$137 50—do not count against the family
grant Thus the $626 family grant (assuming there is no other reason that this would be reduced from the
maximuJm) s reduced by $137.50, wvielding a grant of $488.50 The $500 earnings plus the grant add up to
F988 50 Note that the greater income of welfare recipients who work is not a pure incentive. wage labor
normally entals ncreased expenses for transportation, child care, appropriate clothing, meals taken outside
the homie ete. DRSS provides additional funds to help with transportation and child care expenses. while

ncreased income helps offset remaining expenses

" United Way ol Greater Los Angeies, "Executive Summary of the State of the County Report”. in A Tale of
Two Cities Promise & Peril in Los Angeles (Los Angeles, CA: United Way of Greater Los Angeles 1999). 5

Y United Way of Greater Los Angeles, “Executive Summary of the State of the County Report”™. In A Tale of
Ffwoe Ciues Fromse & Peril in Los Angeles (Los Angeles, CA: United Way of Greater Los Angeles, 1999)

" Another criterion was that cur communities should, to the greatest extent practical. overlap with areas being
studied hy other research organizations. The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, for instance, 5
condunting ethnographic research in Boyle Heights, Athens/Willowbrook (which overlaps the area we call
Westmaonty and Central Long Beach, all of which are included in our community areas.

U Most commundy-level statistics are 1998 estimates based on the 1990 Census and more recent Current
Populaton Suveys The proportion of local residents who receive CalWORKs aid is based on August 1858
CalwW ORKs data and 1988 populalion estimates

T admerustrative Memorandum 99-42. 11/22/99

7 Among the eligibility restrictions new in CalWORKs are the requirement that single teen parents live with
thenr mwn parents and the ineligibility for aid of drug felons and fleeing felons

* uestiors reiman about the non-approvals that were also not denials. DPSS has indicated that the non-
derual non-apprevals were all (or almost all) voluntary withdrawals. That so many applicants should withdraw
thenr apphcations each month requires some explanation. DPSS has also indicated that the new LEADER
cemputsr system should allow DPSS staff to make an official eligibility determination while the applicant is stil
in the othice. pessibly reducing the number of application withdrawals

The entry and exit trends can also be seen as lagged versions of each other. That is, the rise and fali in exit
rates that began in the late 1980s strongly resembiled the rise and fall of entry rates that began n the early
15405
“Mary Jo Bane and David Elwood. Welfare Realities From Rhetoric to Reform {Cambridge. Massachusetts:
Harvard Umversity Press, 1947)

“hdary Jo Bane and David Eiwood. Welfare Realities: From Rhetoric to Reform {Cambndge, Massachuselts
Hatvard University Press 1997} 41
“ Mary o Bane and David Elwood Welfare Realities' From Rhetoric to Reform (Cambridge, Massachusels.

Haruarg Universty Press 1947)
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“ pPamela Loprest. Famiies Who Leave Welfare. Who Are They And How Are They Doing? Assessing The
New Federahsm Series, no. 89-02 (Washington. D.C - The Urban institute, 1989)

T Thus cute both ways, however: though less successful familles may face housing instability, more
successful famihes may be able to move to betler neighborhoods.

tate of Califorrua form ABCD 253 (2/94). CalWORKs-Family Groups and Unemployed Report on reasons
for discontinsance of cash grant, completed for Los Angeles County by DP3S

s

DRSS has also suggested that a significant number of terminations may be families with parents who are
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the cainulations made for this report were entirely comparable to those made by the Urban Institute. Although
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that thus could expiain part of the large drop in the number of chidren in new cases between QOctober 1997
anc April 1998, as shown in Table 4 Since it 1s the proportional composition of new cases rather than the
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™ The study also found declines in approved applications by legal immigrants and non-English speakers for
standatone Medi-Cal and for General Relef

* Wendy Zimmermann and Michael Fix, "Declining Immigrant Applications for Medi-Cal and Welfare Benefits
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Services in Los Angeles County: How to get Food and Money, 26" ed. (Los Angeles, CA: L.A. Coalition tc
End Hunger and Homelessness, Publisher, Summer 1998}, (internet, WWW) htip//www peoplesguide.org
{Accessad February 20000

T CalWORKS engibiity and GAIN workers were interviewed in December 1998 and June 1999 In these first
nterviews workers spoke of therr initial misunderstanding of program requirements and sanctions as well as
e hops that through increased training sanctioning would be much easier o apply to non-compliant
carticipants i the second round, workers spoke of an mcreased understanding of regulations and
appropnate use of penalties and sanchions due to formal and more importantly. on the job training

Y Unted States Department of Mealth and Human Services. "Frequently Asked Questions About Child-criy
cases  (Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation Human Services Policy Brief.

September 19649:

141



* United States Department of Heaith and Human Services, "Frequently Asked Questions About Child-cnly
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the State's discretion up to 20 percent of parents aided with Federal funds can be exempted from the tims
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per cent from 1996-97, 4 3 per cent from 199788, and 4.0 per cent from 1898-99.

*"Real’ wages are wages adjusted for changes in the cost of living Adjustments are typically made through
use ¢f the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U). which is computed monthiy by the Unitec
States Bureau of Labor Statistics The CPI indicates that, overali, consumer prices in 1980 were just 4€
percent of what they were in 2000 Thus, aithough the Califorma minimum wage was $3.10 in "nominal” terms
ithat 15 before adjustment for inflation) in January 1980, in "real” terms, that $3.10 wage had the purchasing
power of a present-day {March 2000) wage of 56 .72

“ The Levenson study found that 35 percent of welfare mothers are classified as literacy level 1 {of 5§}, and
another 41 percent are classified at hteracy level 2 Literacy level 1 means they can do only very simple tasks
like iocate the expiration date on a drivers license, total a bank deposit or sign their names. These level-1
individuals cannot do level-2 tasks like locatle an intersection on a street map, understand an appliance
warranty. or fill out a governmen! benefits application. Higher—order tasks include using & bus scheduie,
writing a letter {0 explain a credit card bill error, and using a calculator to determine a 10 per cent discount.
Alec Levenson. Elaine Reardon and Stefanie R. Schmidt, Welffare. Jobs and Basic Skills. The Employment
Frospects of Weifare Recipients in the Most Populous U.S. Counties, NCSALL Reports, no.10B {Cambridge.
MA- Nationa! Center for the Study of Adult Learning and Literacy, April 1999).
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Although economic theory suggests that minimum wages reduce {abor demand and job opportunities. thers
is mixed evidence that this has actually occurred when minimum wages have been increased in the past

" Daniel P McMurrer, Isabel V. Sawhill and Robert | Lerman, Welfare Reform and Opportunity ir: the Low-
Wayge Labor Market, Opportunity in America Series, no. 5. {Washington DC: Urban Institute, 1999).
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number of famibes leaving welfare since the enactment of weifare reform—allowed California to meet a
reduced requirement. In addition, California has shifted its two-parent cases into a separate state-funded
program. as mentoned previously This allows California to escape the Federal two-parent work

requirements

™ Earlier in the report, it was reported that the proportion of Los Angeles cases which are child-only has
mereased significantly over the same time period. Seven out of ten child-only cases are headed by immigran!
parents  Overadl. child-only cases have risen from 27 percent to 32 percent of the caseload.

' Learning the total amount of earnings for each participant is a key part of the monthly grant determinatior:
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Overview.” GSS/SSS Newsletter (Newsletler of the Government Statistics Section and the Social Statistics
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" United States Bureau of the Census, Poverty Thresholds in 1§99, by Size of Family and Number of Relatea
Chiutdren Under 18 Years [HTML] {(United States Bureau of the Census, September 26, 2000 [cited January G
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by
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Housing costs can easily dominate all other expenses for low-income famihes For example. a 1999
Departrment of Mousing and Urban Development report found that nationwide “a record 5 3 miliion very fow-
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reported here excludes Emergency Response cases. "New Cases of Substantiated Neglect” refer to those
rases that were new to DCFS for that particular year “Total Substantiated Cases of Neglect” refer to the total
number of cases that were ‘open’ in the DCFS database (this includes new cases for that year and older
cases that are still in the system) For the total number of substantiated cases of negiect, please see

Appendix B

“CW Steven Barnett. “Long Term Cognitive and Academic Effects of Early Childhood Education of Childrers
in Poverty”, Freventive Medicine. An International Journal Devoted to Practice & Theory 27. no. 2 {March-
April 1998}  204-207: C. Andre Mizell. “African American Men's Personal Sense of Mastery: The
Consequences of the Adolescent Environment, Seif-Concept and Adult Achievement”, Journal of Black
Psychology 25, no. 2 (May, 1999) 210-230; Virginia R. L. Plunkett, “Parents and Schools: Partnerships that
Count”. Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk 2. no.4, (1997), 325-327; Renee Smith-Maddox.
‘The Social Networks and Resources of African American Eighth Graders: Evidence from the National
Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988" Adolescence 34, no 13 (spring 1999), 169-83.

Javer Tapia. "The Schooling of Puertc Ricans: Philadelphia’'s Most Impoverished Community”,
Anthropology & Education Quarterty 29, no. 3 (September 1998), 297-323

" Andre Mizell "African American Men's Personal Sense of Mastery: The Consequences of the Adolescent
Envronment. Self-Concept and Adult Achievement” Joumal of Black Psychology 25. no 2 (May, 1939}, 210-
230

"' Food and Nutrition Service, United States Department of Agriculture, Characteristics of the Nationa!
Schoo! Lunch and School Breakfast Program Participants (Alexandria, VA, United States Department of
Agriculture: January 1887). “This paper provides selected data on the National School Lunch Program
INSLP} and the School Breakfast Program (SBF) The study was compiled using data fromn the 1983-84
follow-up to the MNational Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs. also known as the NESNP-l. The NESNP-
ii data represent the only extensive review of both programs since the passage of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981, which enacted a significant nuinber of program reforms. ... The report finds that,
for the NSLP, 38.8 million children were eligibie to participate, with 80 per cent of those students using the
service at least once & week. With regard to SBP, about 25 per cent of eligible students took part, and almost
43% of participaris belonged o a household that received Food Stamps ”

" Tne Stanford Achievement Tesl, a widely-used product of the Psychological Corporation, shoud not be
confused with the Educational Testing Service's {ETS) better-knowr Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) ETS's
SAT s typically used in college admissions and is administered to individual students. The Stanford
Achievament Test s used for ranking both schooils and indidual students, and is administered to all prmary
and secondary school grades. "The Stanford Achievement! Test Senes. Ninth Edition. (Stanford 9)" (San
AN, TX The Psychological Corporation) {Internet. WWW)

it Ywww hbem com/trophyiachviest/sat9view htm

" Stepnen J Caldas and Carl 1 Barkston, “Effect of School Population Socioecaonomic Status on individuat
Acadermic Actevernent” Journa! of Equcational Research 90, no & (May-June 1997) 269-77
Tare

“See Appendix B tor annual dropout rates for grades 9-17

144



See appendix B for table presenting SAT/9 scores

¥ This conclusion is based on a comparison of time on aid for families with teens, as caiculated by DPSS in
its "CalWORKs Families with Teens in Los Angeles County, Caseload Characteristics. July 2000
Los Angeles County Totals” report against our calcutations for all CalWORKs families for April 1998 throughi
Qctaber 1999 shown i Table 3. For example, fully 59 percent of single-parent famities with a teenager had
been on aid for five years or more as of July 2000, whereas just under 41 percent of all single-parent families
had been on aid that tong as of October 1999 it is unlikely that changes in the overall caseload betweer
October 1999 and July 2000 account for much of this 18 percentage point difference.

"* See Appendix A for additional details on these focus groups and Appendix C for a focus group protocol

Y DPSS has taken steps to address legal immigrant concerns In Distnict Offices, it promotes the new
citizenship process tnrough the immigration and Naturalization Service. CalWORKs District Offices display
posters regarding aid, and make handout materials available to potential participants. Program apphcations
are printed in several languages. In addition, DPSS has staff fluent in a variety of languages

" Trhis was a small survey, with 142 respondents. 26 of them from Los Angeles County. The fact that it was
a phone survey means that it is ikely that the least-well-off leavers were underrepresented, since they would
be harder lo tind {because of housing instability, including residence i1 homeless shelters), and might not be
avle w aftord reqular phone service. Data Systems and Survey Design Bureau, “CalWORKs Leavers Survey
A Statewide Telephone Survey of Former CalWQORKs Recipients,” ({Sacramento Califorria Department of
Sociat Services, Program Planning and Performance Division. Data Operations Branch, 2000

" This Urban Institute Study, based on their pre-CalWORKs 1997 National Study of American Families,
found that 39 percent of former recipients had "Experienced time in fast year when not able to pay mortgage,
rert, or utiity bills,” compared to 35 percent of current welfare recipients. Although 18 percent of leavers
reported that 1 was “often true” that they "Worried that food would run out before got money to buy more.” 223
percent of current recipients gave this response. The fact that welifare benefits in California are more
generous than the national average, however, raises questions about the likelihood that iocal recipients face
more haraships than ieavers. Pamela J. Loprest and Sheita R Zediewski, “Current and Former Welfare
Recipients How Do They Differ?” (Washington, DO Urban Institute, 1399)

“* The study was based on the linking of records from the California Department of Social Services on
welfare receipt and records on employment and earnings from the California Employment Developmenti
Depariment (EDD). Earnings were measured in the third quarter of 1999 for adults who had been aided for at
ieast one month during 1998 or 1998, but were not aided in this particular quarter. This report shows a lower
proportion of "employed” persons (52 percent) than does the previously-cited California leavers phone survey
(61 percenty. EDD tend to slightly understate both employment and earnings because they do not include the
self-empicyed. a small number of additional categories of workers, and they do not, for obvious reasons,
sount informal or “under the tabie” employment Research and Development Division. "Characteristics and
Employment of Current and Former CalWORKs Recipients: What We Know from State Administrative Data ™
(Sacramento Calfornia Department of Social Services. 20000

[l o Washington sti.dy cited directly below found simidar leveis of Medicaid receipt—57 percent among
chuldrer and 36 percent for adults-—but much higher leveis of Foud Stamps receipt: 42 percent. This may
represent a higher rate of success by Washingtor agencies i ensunng that eligible families receive Food
Stamps, but it may also represent differences in Food Stamps elgibitlity between the states
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™" This report was based on a telephone survey of 560 heads of single-parent families who ieft weifare
between December 1997 and March 1998. Washington's "WorkFirst” program. its implementation of Federal
TANF, was maugurated in November 1997 twc months before CalWOQRKs began. That the survey was
conducted so scon after nitial program implementation is a basis for exercising caution regarding the survey's
findings. The findings. however, appear consistent with comparable surveys in other states Management
Reports and Data Analysis Division, "Washington's TANF Single Parent Families Shorly after Welfare:
Survey of Famiies Which Exited TANF between December 1997 and March 1998," (Olympia, Washington
Program Research and Evaluation, DSHS Economic Services Admumistration, 1998).

" 1n summanzing research on welfare ieavers through mid-199%. staff of the National Conference of State
legislatures (NCSL) observe that "Most recipients who ieave welfare are finding jobs. . . [Bletween 50-70%
are currently employed or have work earnings.” They note, however. that "Most of the jobs pay between $5.50
and $7 00 per hour, higher than the minimum wage, oul not enough to raise a family out of poverty " In a
more recent article, NCSL reports that "Some state surveys found that the median income of newly working
families 15 close to the poverty level. so that about half of the families earn less and ‘about half earn more "
This calcutation leaves out non-waorkers, and “about half of this group do not have regular cash income.” A
recent GAQO report bringing together several leavers' studies noted that 57 percent of Oklahoma families
surveyed fell below the poverty line, and Indiana families appeared to be fanng similarly. A Wisconsin study
looked at poverty by family size, finding that “While 35 percent of the families with one child and 24 percent of
the families with two children had earnings above the poverty ievel. only 11 percent of the families with three
or more children did” (p. 20). These states all have lower benefits levels than California, and California’s
relativelv genercus earned income disregards may mean that California welfare families ieave CalWORKs at
a higher income ievel than do families from other states This remains to be demonstrated. GAQ, "Welfare
Reform: information on Former Recipients' Status.” {Washington. DC- Government Accounting Office, 1999),
Jack Tweedie, Dana reichert, and Matthew O'Connor. “Tracking Recipients after They Leave Welfare ™
(Washingtorr, DC  National Conference of State Legisfatures. 1999): Jack Tweedie, "From D.C to Des
Momes--The Progress of Welfare Reform " State Legisfatures . Apni (2001)

Techmically. the 39 percent whose cases were discontinued because they did not submut their CW-7 form
and the 7 percent that DPSS was unable to locate have made themselves temporarily ineligible, but ous
meaning 15 that these families were not otherwise ineligible: the families had not exceeded income or

resource mits or no ionger included eligible children

** Henry £ Brady and Barbara West Snow, Data Systems ang Statistical Requirements for the Personal
Responsiility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 (Web Version) (HTML) (University of Calfornia Data Archive
and Technical Assistance [UC DATA)] December 10 1896 [cited December 24 1998}): available from
ntip:fiucdata berkeiey.edu/new web/pubs/NAS1196.htmi Aisc. as Besharaov, Germanis, and Rossi note,
administrative records "may be maccurate particutarly those that are unnecessary for determining program
eligibility or benefit amounts. In addition, they may not be available for some outcomes or may cover only par
ot the population being studied” Douglas J Besharov. Peter Germanis. and Peter H. Rossi, Evaluating
Welfare Reform A Gude for Scholars and Practitioners [PDF) (University of Maryland, 1997 lcited
Septemper 28 19099) avaliabie from hitp /iwww welfareacademy org/pubs/ewr/ewr pdf

U Mattha R Burt e &l Homelessness Programs and the Pzople They Serve Findings of the National
Survey of Homeiess Assistance Providers anag Chients (Washington, DO Urban Insttute, 19%9),  [Iinternet,
WWWI htip diwww urban orathousing/homeless/homeless himi {Accessed 25 February 2000]




